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ABSTRACT 

BEYOND THE COMMUNITY GARDEN: DESIGNING MULTIFUNCTIONAL EDIBLE 
LANDSCAPES IN SASKATOON’S PUBLIC PARKS 

 

Jenna Stusek 
University of Guelph, 2022

Advisor(s): 
Steven Clarke 
 

Industrialization and globalization of food systems has disconnected people and their 

food, leading to a lack of food knowledge and declining food security. Addressing the 

issues of food security and food knowledge, the goal of this study is to connect the food 

production capacity of urban agriculture and the design skillset of landscape 

architecture in a multifunctional way to bring edible landscapes into the public realm. 

Through GIS mapping, an inventory and suitability analysis of public parks in 

Saskatoon, Saskatchewan, was completed. Using a ‘Research through Designing’ 

methodology, edible landscape concepts were designed for three Saskatoon public 

parks. The results of the study are summarized into nine transferable design strategies 

that can be used by landscape architects, municipalities, and organizations to 

implement edible landscapes beyond community gardens. This study demonstrates that 

public parks can be multifunctional spaces, providing for food production, recreation, 

and social cohesion.  

Keywords: urban agriculture, edible landscapes, food security, food knowledge, food 

systems, public space design  
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1 Introduction 
Nutritious food is essential to human health and, in theory, should be readily 

accessible to all. However, the rising number of food insecure individuals in Canada and 

across the world tell a different story. Within the current food system, food production is 

far removed from consumers and often in the hands of global markets. This 

globalization of the food system has increased the reliance on fossil fuels and has 

resulted in high prices for healthy and nutritious food. World events such as the COVID-

19 pandemic, and the ongoing war in Ukraine at the time of this thesis, present concern 

towards the impact on food and food prices in such a global food system. The 

disconnection between people and their food has also led to a lack of food knowledge 

with people not knowing where their food comes from or how it is grown.  

In contrast to the global food system, local food production and urban agriculture 

commonly have been noted as strategies to improve food security, food knowledge and 

the local food system. However, in many cities the focus has been on farmers markets, 

which can be unaffordable to many, and community gardens. Although community 

gardens are important for providing space for those who do not have access to land to 

grow their own food, several barriers to access these spaces, such as income and 

knowledge, prevent many from participating.  

This study aims to go beyond the community garden to connect the food 

production capacity of urban agriculture and the design skills of landscape architecture 
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to bring local food production into public space in a multifunctional way to improve local 

food systems. Therefore, the overall research question this study strives to answer is: 

How can we bring urban agriculture into public space by designing accessible and 

multifunctional edible landscapes to improve food security and food knowledge? 

Public parks were chosen as a public space typology to focus the research as they 

are already sites of community gardens in many cities, as well as recreation, community 

gathering, open greenspace, and in many cases underutilized land. Saskatoon, 

Saskatchewan was chosen as a case study city to apply the research. To answer the 

main research question, secondary research questions of ‘Where can we grow food in 

public parks?’ and ‘How much food can we grow in public parks?’ needed to be 

answered. Therefore, the research objectives of the study were: 

1. To determine suitability for urban agriculture in public parks. 

2. To calculate the potential contribution of food production in public parks. 

3. To develop design concepts for edible landscapes in public parks. 

The following chapters will provide a brief overview of current literature, an 

explanation of the methods used, the results of the study, a discussion of lessons 

learned, and final conclusions. 
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2 Literature Review 
This chapter explores the literature on the issues of the current food system, the 

realm of urban agriculture, the inclusion of food in public space, and the connection of 

urban agriculture to landscape architecture. 

2.1 Current State of the Food System 

Food is a basic necessity for life and, therefore, was central to the development of 

human settlements, largely reflected in their forms and patterns (Gorgolewski, Komisar, 

and Nasr 2011; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). However, food production within urban 

areas has been removed through technological advancements in agricultural 

machinery, manufacturing and transportation, and urbanization (Ackerman et al. 2014; 

Blay-Palmer and Landman 2015). Industrialization in the agricultural sector meant larger 

farms, use of fertilizers and pesticides, increased automation and less need for human 

labor leading to a migration of people from rural to urban areas (Blay-Palmer and 

Landman 2015). Today, globally more people live in urban areas than rural (Blay-

Palmer and Landman 2015). In 2021, 82% of Canadians were living in urban centers 

(Statistics Canada 2022b), leading to complex challenges for urban food systems.  

 In addition to the shift to large-scale agriculture, the advancement of refrigeration, 

processing techniques and transportation have led to a globalized food system in which 

the distance between producer and consumer is increased (Ackerman et al. 2014; 

Gorgolewski, Komisar, and Nasr 2011). Nordahl (2009) states that on average, a 

produce item in U.S. supermarkets travels 1,500 miles (2400 kilometers). This 
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transportation system is dependent on fossil fuels, greatly increasing greenhouse gas 

emissions (de la Salle and Holland 2010).  

 Industrialization and globalization have led to a multitude of complex issues and 

concerns. First, people have been disconnected from their food systems, not being able 

to see where and by whom their food was grown (de la Salle and Holland 2010). 

Associated with this disconnection is a lack of knowledge in both production and 

consumption, not realizing the impact of industrial agriculture or consequences to 

human health (Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). As noted by de la Salle and Holland 

(2010), the last 50 years have led to a decline in the quality and nutritional content of 

our food. Lastly, as the global food system is largely reliant on fossil fuels (de le Salle 

and Holland 2010), and with the rising prices in oil, researchers predict that the 

consumer will be impacted by higher food prices or even empty grocery store shelves 

(Charlebois et al. 2022).  Canada’s Food Price Report for 2022 forecasts a total 

increase in food prices of five to seven percent, as shown in Table 2.1, the highest 

increase in twelve years (Charlebois et al. 2022). With this rise in prices, Charlebois et 

al. (2022) predict that food security will also be a prevailing issue. 

Table 2.1: 2022 Canada Food Price Forecasts (Charlebois et al. 2022, 6)  

Food Categories Anticipated Changes (%) 
Bakery 5% to 7% 
Dairy 6% to 8% 
Fruits 3% to 5% 
Meat 0% to 2% 
Other 2% to 4% 
Restaurants 6% to 8% 
Seafood 0% to 2% 
Vegetables 5% to 7% 
Total Increase in Food Prices 5% to 7% 
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 The general public is beginning to show concern about the current food system 

and are starting to reconnect to their local food system as seen through movements 

such as community-supported agriculture, the slow food movement and the 100-mile 

diet (Blay-Palmer and Landman 2015). In 2021, it was noted that Canadians were more 

concerned with their health and the environment and plan to continue to support local 

food supply chains (Charlebois et al. 2022). As food is an essential to life, many 

researchers believe that local government should be more involved in the planning and 

organization of local food systems (Blay-Palmer and Landman 2015; de la Salle and 

Holland 2010; Lovell 2010). Although, there are small-scale initiatives, Blay-Palmer and 

Landman (2015) claim that these are disjointed and require a larger scale approach 

involving municipalities to address the issues of the current food system. 

2.2 Food Security 

Food security can be defined as “the condition when all people, at all times have 

physical and economic access to sufficient safe and nutritious food that meets their 

dietary needs and food preferences for an active and healthy life” (Clark and Nicholas 

2013, 1650). In turn, food insecurity is the limited or uncertain access to nutritious food, 

can be either temporary or chronic, and is an issue in both developing and developed 

countries (Ackerman et al. 2014; Begley et al. 2019). 

The most recent national level data show that 8.8% (1.2 million) of Canadians 

experienced some level of food insecurity in 2017/2018 (Statistics Canada 2020c). 

However, several studies completed during the COVID-19 pandemic have noted 

increases to this number. In a national online survey completed in May of 2020, it was 
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estimated that one in seven or 14.6% of Canadians had experienced food insecurity in 

the previous 30 days (Statistics Canada 2020b), while a study completed in the fall of 

2020 reported a decrease to 1 in 10 or 9.6% of Canadians reporting food insecurity in 

the previous 12 months (Polsky and Garriguet 2022). However, Polsky and Garriguet 

(2022) note that this decrease could be related to the pandemic related financial 

assistance and an overall reduction in consumer spending. As mentioned previously, 

food security is predicted to become a larger issue in 2022 with rising food prices and 

the temporary nature of pandemic related financial assistance (Charlebois et al. 2022; 

Polsky and Garriguet 2022).  

 Although closely tied to income (Polsky and Garriguet 2022), there are four 

dimensions to food security: availability, access, utilization and stability of the three 

dimensions (Begley et al. 2019; Clark and Nicholas 2013). Begley et al. (2019) claim 

when one or more dimensions are compromised, food security is impacted. Availability 

is largely related to the supply side of the food system determined by production and 

trade (FAO 2008). Disruptions in the global supply chain were noticed during the 

pandemic with public health orders mandating lockdowns, leaving some grocery 

shelves empty, which researchers say could continue for some items, as seen in Figure 

2.1 below (Charlebois et al. 2022).  
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Figure 2.1: Photo of Empty Grocery Store Shelves in April 2022 at Metro, Guelph, ON 

 The access dimension includes the economic, physical and socio-cultural access 

to food; West et al. (2020) state that the cost of food and household income are the 

most commonly reported determinants of food insecurity. A participant in a study on 

food security expressed that, “due to the cost of living expenses… the food usually 

comes last” (West et al. 2020, 15). In an Australian study, participants were 1.6 times 

more likely to be food insecure if they were from a low-income area (Begley et al. 2019). 

Along with economic struggle to access food, many individuals also lack the physical 

access to food through the increasing presence of ‘food deserts’ in modern cities. Food 

deserts are defined as, “areas of relative exclusion where people experience physical 

and economic barriers to accessing healthy food” (Blay-Palmer and Landman 2015, 
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408). Commonly, large supermarkets and grocery stores will pull out of low-income 

neighborhoods leaving residents to rely on transportation to obtain healthy food or 

default to more accessible, convenient, and unhealthy options (Blay-Palmer and 

Landman 2015; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005).  

 The choice between healthy or unhealthy food is related to the utilization 

dimension of food security. Utilization can be understood as the way in which the body 

makes use of nutrients consumed, determined by an individual’s eating habits, food 

preparation and diet (FAO 2008). It is commonly expressed in the literature that food 

insecurity is not only linked to hunger, but also obesity due to the utilization of low-cost, 

processed and energy-dense foods to meet dietary needs (Clark and Nicholas 2013; 

Norhdal 2009). Although the choice in food is largely related to access, both economic 

and physical, various studies have indicated that increased knowledge and skills around 

food may assist in alleviating some of the obstacles involved in food insecurity, such as 

food choices and maximizing income (Begley et al. 2019; West et al. 2020). 

2.3 Food Knowledge 

Although a common term in the literature is food literacy, there is wide variation in 

the definition of food literacy (Truman, Lane, and Elliot 2017). Literacy in itself is defined 

as, “the ability to identify, understand, interpret, create, communicate and compute, 

using printed and written materials associated with varying contexts” (Truman, Lane, 

and Elliot 2017, 365-66); while knowledge is defined as, “facts, information, and skills 

acquired by a person through experience or education; the theoretical or practical 

understanding of a subject” (Oxford Dictionary). Therefore, for the purposes of this 
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study, the term food knowledge will be used to describe any food-related facts, 

information, and skills acquired through experience or education. This may include, but 

is not limited to, the knowledge of growing, preparing and preserving, nutrition and 

diversity of food, and can be expanded to include the workings of the environment and 

the larger food system (de la Salle and Holland 2010).  

Michael Pollan argues that, in the United States, many of the food security issues 

are derived from a lack of knowledge (Nordahl 2009). Nordahl (2009, 3) claims, “we 

forgot what once was common knowledge: where food comes from, how to grow it, and 

when it is ready to eat,” blaming previous generations for not passing this knowledge 

down. However, this loss of knowledge also stems from the separation of people from 

their food led by industrialization and urbanization (de la Salle and Holland 2010), as 

previously discussed. The convenience of the modern supermarket, fast food and pre-

packaged meals also play a part in this lack of knowledge and the connection of food to 

general health (Nordahl 2009; Philips 2013). West et al. (2020) state that a poor diet 

leads to 20% of deaths worldwide. A study from Australia indicated that by attending a 

food literacy program, survey participants had an increased understanding of healthy 

eating and even reported incorporating more vegetables over pre-packaged foods 

(West et al. 2020).  

Some argue that a lack of food knowledge is also becoming very noticeable in 

children, claiming that a large majority of children believe food only comes from the 

store and are not able to identify growing fruit or vegetable plants (de la Salle and 

Holland 2010; Philips 2013). While this is an issue, some also see it as an opportunity to 
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include food and agriculture in the school curriculum (de la Salle and Holland 2010; 

Nordahl 2009). Gorgolewski, Komisar and Nasr (2011, 45) claim that schools can 

“become venues for learning about food.” However, schools are not the only place for 

food education, as mentioned throughout the literature. Various authors claim that the 

food system should become more visible, ranging from seeing fruits and vegetables 

being grown in the public realm to seasonal food festivals (de la Salle and Holland 

2010; Nordahl 2009; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). Philips (2013, 48) states that, 

“local experiences slowly change the cultural food beliefs.” 

2.4 Urban Agriculture 

When discussing issues of food insecurity, food knowledge and the increased 

desire for a more local food system, urban agriculture provides an opportunity to reinvite 

food back into cities while also improving food security, nutrition, and food knowledge 

(Clark and Nicholas 2013; de la Salle and Holland 2010; McClintock, Cooper, and 

Khandeshi 2013). Urban agriculture is defined as, “the growing, processing, and 

distribution of food and nonfood plants and tree crops and raising of livestock, directly 

for the urban market, both within and on the fringe of an urban area” (Lovell 2010, 

2500). Examples of this include private backyard gardens, rooftop gardens, community 

gardens, edible landscapes, public orchards, food forests, demonstration gardens, 

school gardens, market gardens, and animal husbandry (de la Salle and Holland 2010; 

McLain et al. 2012; Napawan 2016). 



 

 

11 

 

2.4.1 History of Urban Agriculture 

Urban agriculture is not a new phenomenon, prior to the invention of refrigeration 

and preservation techniques, citizens grew food within the city close to their homes 

(Thoren 2014; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). More formal community gardens, school 

gardens and civic gardens were noted as far back as the 1890’s in the United States 

(Lawson 2005; Lovell 2010). As stated by Taylor and Lovell (2012) and Thoren (2014), 

urban agriculture in more recent decades has been largely temporary and cyclical in 

response to social or economic crisis. Victory gardens were established during World 

War I and World War II in private backyards, school yards and public parks, as shown in 

Figure 2.2 below, to reduce pressure on the supply chain (Philips 2013; Lovell 2010). In 

the United States, over 40% of the nation’s vegetables were grown from victory gardens 

(Nordahl 2009), while in Europe, two million tons of vegetables were produced during 

World War I alone (Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). 

 

Figure 2.2: Victory Garden in New York City (Lawson 2005) 
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One of the most noted examples of urban food production in the literature is the 

remarkable efforts in Cuba following the loss of trade after the collapse of the Soviet 

Union in the 1990’s (Lovell 2010; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). Citizens responded 

by growing food on any available land within and around the city, constructing 

‘organiponicos,’ a type of raised bed that can be built anywhere, as shown in Figure 2.3 

(Lovell 2010; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). Unlike the cyclical nature of the victory 

gardens, urban agriculture in Cuba has survived with new sites continuing to be 

established and added as a permanent element in planning policy (Viljoen and Bohn 

2009). 

 

Figure 2.3 A typical medium-sized organoponico in Cienfuegos, Cuba (Viljoen and Bohn 2009) 
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2.4.2 Benefits of Urban Agriculture 

As showcased through victory gardens and organiponicos, urban agriculture can 

provide food security in times of need (Nordahl 2009). Clark and Nicholas (2013) state 

that urban agriculture provides opportunities to assist in the availability, access, and 

utilization of nutritious foods, even going on to claim that urban agriculture is “amongst 

the most prominent strategies in both developed and developing contexts to improve 

food security and nutritional status” (Clark and Nicholas 2013, 1651). Through urban 

agriculture activities such as backyard gardening, community gardening or urban 

foraging, people are able to access fresh fruits and vegetables at a significantly reduced 

cost, allowing household income to be stretched and leading to an overall improvement 

in nutrition (Ackerman et al. 2014; Lovell 2010). 

   By participating in the abovementioned urban agriculture activities, citizens are 

able to gain an incredible amount of food knowledge from how to grow and harvest their 

own food, to how local production reduces food miles and, therefore, greenhouse gas 

emissions (de la Salle and Holland 2010; Lovell 2010). Through school gardens, 

children are able to learn at a young age where their food comes from and the 

responsibility of nurturing living plants (Lindsay 2012). The educational opportunities 

from urban agriculture are both formal, through direct participation and programmed 

workshops, and informal, simply by increasing the visibility of local food production (de 

la Salle and Holland 2010; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). A survey participant in the 

study of the ‘Incredible Edible Todmorden’ project shared that, “Children walking past 

those beds in the street going to school are learning without realizing it, because they’re 
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seeing vegetables growing” (Farrier, Dooris, and Morley 2019, 7). Authors of the study 

also highlight that the project not only educates children, but also provides lifelong 

learning opportunities for adults. 

 Along with improving food security and increasing food knowledge, urban 

agriculture has a multitude of additional benefits, many of these benefits contributing to 

the sustainability and resiliency of cities (de la Salle and Holland 2010; Lovell 2010). As 

such, a summary of benefits found throughout the literature is provided in Table 2.2; 

these are categorized using the three pillars of sustainability, social, environmental, and 

economic, with the addition of human health.  
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Table 2.2: Summary of Benefits of Urban Agriculture 

Health 
Provides access to higher quality and healthier foods1,2,3 

Helps to reduce the risk of obesity and diabetes4 

Provides therapeutic benefits such as reduced stress and improved mental health1,3,5 

Increases physical activity and recreation opportunities3,6,7 

Social 
Strengthens community ties1,8,9 

Provides a space to celebrate and share cultural heritage1,6,7 

Reduces crime and violence in neighbourhoods2,6,9 

Empowers marginalized groups3,10 

Environmental 
Increases biodiversity3,7 

Reduces food miles and greenhouse gas emissions1,3,11 

Assists in microclimate control6 

Reuses biodegradable waste and stormwater runoff6 

Economic 
Offsets household income1 

Creates local employment opportunities1,5 

Raises property values9 

Supports the local economy8  
Source(s) 

1. Ackerman et al. 2014 
2. Birney Vickery 2020 
3. Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005 
4. Taylor and Lovell 2012 
5. Napawan 2016 
6. Lovell 2010 
7. de la Salle and Holland 2010 
8. Philips 2013 
9. Nordahl 2009 
10. Farrier, Dooris and Morley 2019 
11. Viljoen and Bohn 2009 

 

As previously mentioned, urban agriculture improves access to fresh produce, 

which Taylor and Lovell (2012) claim also assists in reducing the risk of obesity and 

diabetes. Along with physical health, Napawan (2016) and Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 

(2005) note that urban agriculture plays a role in mental health as well. Viljoen, Bohn, 

and Howe (2005) highlight a study by Kohlleppel, Jacob, and Bradley (2002) in which 

they find stress is reduced by simply walking through a garden.  
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Many positive social impacts were commonly noted throughout the literature. 

Lovell (2010) and de la Salle and Holland (2010) describe how urban agriculture can 

help to reconnect people to their traditional practices or cultural foods that may not be 

readily available. The most commonly mentioned environmental benefit of urban 

agriculture was the reduction of food miles, one of the main reasons for the increasing 

popularity of local food production (Ackerman et al. 2014; Viljoen and Bohn 2009; 

Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). Local food production also assists in providing jobs and 

recirculating money within the local economy, as stated by Ackerman et al. (2014) and 

Napawan (2016).  

Although the benefits of local food production are well documented, as shown in 

Table 2.2, Born and Purcell (2006) warn of the ‘local trap’ in which it is automatically 

assumed that local is preferred or superior in some way. They encourage caution when 

promoting local food systems as more sustainable or providing better quality using the 

example of food miles and rice production in states such as California and Texas. Due 

to the high water requirement, Born and Purcell (2006) question if growing rice locally 

by depleting groundwater is really less environmentally degrading than the food miles 

used in transport. Therefore, they suggest considering the specific context prior to 

making any assumptions (Born and Purcell 2006). 
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2.4.3 Barriers to Urban Agriculture 

Even though there are a multitude of benefits of urban agriculture, several 

challenges or barriers, such as lack of municipal support, lack of secure land and 

resources, and public perception, prevent these benefits from being fully realized. Just 

as there is a call for local government to be more involved in the food system, this also 

extends to local food production (Nordahl 2009; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). It is a 

common sentiment throughout the literature that municipal governments have done little 

more than provide space for community gardens and farmers markets (de la Salle and 

Holland 2010; MacRae et al. 2010; Nordahl 2009; Philips 2013). Nordahl (2009) states 

that many local governments follow a hands-off approach, which may include their 

permission to grow vegetables on municipal land and occasionally providing water and 

compost. As McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi (2013, 56) reveal in Oakland, 

assumed to be true for many other cities, all urban agriculture activities on public land 

endure a “lengthy approval process” which includes comments from the public. This 

lack of support results in what Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe (2005, 219) coin as an 

“unplanned, make-do” and a “patchwork” of small-scale urban agriculture efforts.   

Although the literature criticizes the miniscule role municipal governments have 

played in improving local food systems, this is slowly changing. Municipal governments 

across Canada have started to prioritize food. One notable example is the City of 

Guelph and County of Wellington’s Our Food Future initiative. Awarded $10 million in 

2019 through the federal government’s Smart Cities Challenge, the overall aim of Our 

Food Future is to create Canada’s first circular food economy by increasing access to 
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food by 50 percent, creating 50 new circular businesses, and increasing circular 

revenues through waste by 50 percent, all by 2025 (Our Food Future 2019, 2022). From 

2020 to 2021, Our Food Future funded 10 urban agriculture projects ranging from 

rainwater harvesting benches to newcomer youth gardening workshops (Our Food 

Future 2022).  

 However, in cases where there is a lack of municipal support, many citizens 

wanting to grow food struggle to find appropriate land (Lovell 2010; MacRae et al. 

2010). There is often high competition for other land uses within the urban environment 

(Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). One commonly used land type is vacant lots; however, 

as Nordahl (2009) relays, as happened in New York in the 1970’s, “development always 

wins.” Along with land, urban agriculture also requires resources such as irrigation, 

tools, maintenance, and, with these, the knowledge to know how to use them and 

successfully plant and harvest healthy produce (de la Salle and Holland 2010; Lovell 

2010; Nordahl 2009). Lovell (2010, 2513) claims “the expansion of urban agriculture is 

limited by the lack of basic skills of many urban residents.” 

The most commonly cited barrier to urban agriculture found throughout the 

literature was the concern of aesthetics, with local governments and citizens claiming 

that edible plants were considered to be ‘messy’ (Nordahl 2009; Riolo 2019; Viljoen and 

Bohn 2009; Weidner, Yang, and Hamm 2019). Authors call for a cultural shift to view 

plants not only as ornamental, but also providing nutrition (Nordahl 2009; Viljoen and 

Bohn 2009), captured by Viljoen and Bohn (2009, 4) as the need to convince people 

that “lettuce plants could be as decorative as flowers.” Along with the concern of 
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aesthetics, in many places the public also voices concern about urban agriculture 

activities in public space conflicting with other uses, such as outdoor leisure activities in 

public parks (de la Salle and Holland 2010; McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi 2013; 

Viljoen and Bohn 2009). de la Salle and Holland (2010, 135) note that many people feel 

community gardens are a “private use of public land.” Several sources share the same 

experience, adding that people believe traditional community gardens provide greater 

benefit to individual gardeners than the community at large (Lovell 2010; Nordahl 2009).  

2.5 Urban Agriculture & Public Space 

Although there are challenges to urban agriculture, especially in public space, 

many researchers believe incorporating urban agriculture into public space provides a 

valuable addition to a city’s green infrastructure (de la Salle and Holland 2010; Lovell 

2010; Nordahl 2009; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). Both de la Salle and Holland 

(2010, 28) and Lovell (2010) describe current public space as consisting of “inedible 

plants, vacant soccer fields, and volcanic rock” and low diversity turf, while Mougeot 

(2006) states that there is often underutilized land within public space that would benefit 

from the incorporation of urban agriculture, such as suburban parks with large unused 

space and street-right of ways or utility easements. Nordahl (2009) claims that as a 

city’s largest landowner, the municipality should be engaged in urban agriculture and 

how it can serve the needs of the community. 

 Mougeot (2006) echoes the statement of urban agriculture researchers in which 

they believe that urban agriculture is best suited to public space locations where daily 

activity is already occurring (Lovell 2010; Philips 2013; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 2005). 
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Gorgolewski, Komisar, and Nasr (2011) and McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi (2013) 

explain that urban agriculture should not displace other activities, while Philips (2013, 

66) notes that urban agriculture should be combined with “complementary uses” such 

as active and passive recreation, creating multifunctional spaces. This is an important 

characteristic of Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe’s (2005) visionary concept of CPULs, or 

Continuous Productive Urban Landscapes, in which corridors of open space would host 

gardening, active recreation and community gathering (Lovell 2010; Viljoen, Bohn, and 

Howe 2005). As Blay-Palmer and Landman (2015, 406) state, “the success of a 

community garden lies in the ability to meet a range of community needs, including the 

provision of beautiful and safe community spaces, informal meeting places, and 

personal well-being,” reinforcing the importance of multifunctional urban agriculture. 

 Another multifunctional approach to local food production, coined by de la Salle 

and Holland (2010), is Agricultural Urbanism. Agricultural Urbanism can be defined as 

“an emerging planning, policy, and design framework for integrating a wide range of 

sustainable food and agriculture system elements into a community at a site, 

neighbourhood, or on a city-wide scale,” (de la Salle and Holland 2010, 9). The 

elements of a sustainable food system include production, processing, transportation, 

distribution, consumption, waste recovery, and education at the center, as shown in 

Figure 2.4. The goal of Agricultural Urbanism is to “activate and enhance” each of these 

elements by reconnecting people to their environment and food (de la Salle and Holland 

2010). 
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Figure 2.4: Agricultural Urbanism Food System (adapted from de la Salle and Holland 2010) 

Along with the multifunctionality of public space, Nordahl (2009) suggests that 

food be brought into public space and made available to everyone, coining the term 

‘public produce.’ In its simplest form, Nordahl (2009, 139) defines public produce as a 

network of produce that is “grown on underutilized public land” which can improve the 

current food system and food insecurity in communities. For this network of publicly 

available food to be successful, Nordahl (2009) highlights that education is needed for 

the public to be able to recognize and harvest food in the public realm. Although 

Nordahl (2009) focuses on the United States, the town of Todmorden, England has 

incorporated urban agriculture in public space through the community-led Incredible 

Edible Todmorden (IET) project since 2007 (Farrier, Dooris, and Morley 2019). 

Researchers Farrier, Dooris, and Morley (2019) claim that IET is one of the most 
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influential urban agriculture projects, with 44% of survey participants (up from 16% in 

2009) noting that they do in fact harvest plants from the public spaces in which they are 

growing.   

 Although gaining popularity in Todmorden, urban foraging for public produce is 

still very foreign in many cities. As McLain et al. (2012) reveal, although many residents 

in Seattle take part in the harmless act of picking wild-growing blackberries on city trails, 

the act of removing plant material in any park is subject to a fine of up to $5,000. 

However, Riolo (2019) claims food forests can help to overcome the ‘do not touch’ 

mentality. Riolo (2019, 3) defines a food forest as “the progressive planting of several 

fruit trees, shrubs, and herbaceous plants and groundcovers along the three-

dimensional space, aiming at mimicking a young woodland ecosystem,” as shown in 

Figure 2.5. Both the Beacon Food Forest in Seattle and the Picasso Food Forest in 

Parma, Italy provide open access for residents to experience foraging for their own food 

(Riolo 2019; McClain et al. 2012). Clark and Nicholas (2013) state that food forests 

allow for access to nutritious and lesser-known foods, such as Saskatoon berry 

(Amelanchier alnifolia) and honey berry (Lonicera caerulea), while also providing 

cultural and recreational opportunities. In summary, there is consensus that public 

space is a valid and viable location to include urban agriculture activities, and even 

more so, making food publicly available to all (Clark and Nicholas 2013; de la Salle and 

Holland 2010; Nordahl 2009). 
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Figure 2.5 Development of the Picasso Food Forest in Parma, Italy (Riolo 2019) 

 

2.6 Urban Agriculture & Landscape Architecture 

Much like the call for local governments to be more involved in the local food 

system, there is a common call for landscape architects to be involved in the planning 

and design of local food production in the public realm, as they are the primary 

designers of public space (Clark and Nicholas 2013; Lovell 2010; Nordahl 2009; Thoren 

2014). As stated by the American Association of Landscape Architects (ASLA), 

“Landscape architecture involves the planning, design, management, and nurturing of 

the built and natural environments. With their unique skill set, landscape architects work 
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to improve human and environmental health in all communities” (ASLA). However, 

Napawan (2016) and Gorgolewski, Komisar and Nasr (2011) address the fact that the 

profession of landscape architecture has been slow to realize the benefits and 

opportunities of urban agriculture in public space design. Landscape architects have the 

unique skillset of finding solutions to complex problems, creating both functional and 

aesthetic spaces and holding extensive plant knowledge (Gorgolewski, Komisar, and 

Nasr 2011; Nordahl 2009). As Nordahl (2009, 129) states, “landscape architects, as the 

principal designers of urban open space, will have to sharpen their agricultural acumen,” 

explaining that landscape architects will need to expand their plant knowledge to include 

both ornamental and edible plants. In assisting with this expansion of knowledge, there 

will be a need for increased collaboration with various sectors including landscape 

architecture, planning, parks and recreation, and agriculture (de la Salle and Holland 

2010; Philips 2013). 

2.7 Summary 

In summary, the literature reveals issues with the current food system contributing 

to food insecurity and a lack of knowledge. The inherent need for local food production 

has led to the incorporation of urban agriculture into cities. However, there is a current 

call for more accessible and public produce and the involvement of design professionals 

such as landscape architects to ensure that these spaces meet the needs of the 

community both functionally and aesthetically. As de la Salle and Holland (2010, 201) 

state, more academic research and concept development are required to “develop 

innovative solutions in sustainable food systems.” 
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3 Methods 
In order to expand the current knowledge and develop concepts for functional and 

aesthetic accessible public produce, the following methods were used to answer the 

research questions of ‘Where can we grow food in public space?’, ‘How much food can 

we grow in public space?’, and the main research question of ‘How can we bring urban 

agriculture into public space by designing accessible and multifunctional edible 

landscapes to improve food security and food knowledge?’ An overarching ‘Research 

through Designing’ methodology was used to guide the study. This methodology, as 

well as the study location and each research method performed to address the study 

objectives, will be described in the sections below. 

3.1 Methodology: Research Through Designing 

  ‘Research Through Designing’ (RTD) is comprised of all research methods that 

engage in the technique of designing (Lenzholzer, Duchhart, and Koh 2013). This 

methodology allows for a combination of different methods to answer a specific 

challenge or problem and to convert academic knowledge into transferable design 

guidelines (Bruns et al. 2017; Lenzholzer, Duchhart, and Kohl 2013). Research Through 

Designing is very much suited to the discipline of landscape architecture as it allows for 

landscape analysis and visual representation methods, techniques used in everyday 

practice, as a way to generate new concepts and insights (Lenzholzer, Duchhart, and 

Kohl 2013).  
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3.2 Study Location 

To directly apply the research spatially, Saskatoon, Saskatchewan was chosen 

as the study location. Named after the Cree word ‘misaskwatomina’, which refers to the 

sweet purple berry commonly known as Saskatoon berry, serviceberry or juneberry 

(Amelanchier alnifolia), and surrounded by rich agricultural land, Saskatoon is a prime 

location to incorporate edible landscapes. With a population of 266,141 (Statistics 

Canada 2022a), Saskatoon is a mid-size city located in central Saskatchewan on Treaty 

Six Territory and the Homeland of the Metis. The City is divided by the South 

Saskatchewan River with a total land area of 227 square kilometers (City of Saskatoon 

2022b; Statistics Canada 2022a). 

 

 

Figure 3.1: Location of Saskatoon in Canada (left) and City Boundaries and Neighbourhoods 
(right) 
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Although host to one of the lowest costs of living among other major cities in 

Canada, 17.9% of residents earn less than $15,000 annually, creating a larger risk of 

food insecurity (City of Saskatoon 2020). Various organizations in Saskatoon assist in 

combatting food insecurity and improving food knowledge such as the Saskatoon Food 

Bank and Learning Centre and CHEP Good Food Inc. The Saskatoon Food Bank and 

Learning Centre (SFBLC) provides emergency food hampers, offers a nutrition program 

hosting both virtual and in-person cooking classes, maintains an urban farm that grows 

food to distribute to those in need, and hosts Healthy Yards demonstration gardens 

(SFBLC 2021). CHEP Good Food Inc. assists in running a collective kitchen program 

where groups can cook and learn together, run low-cost community food markets to 

increase food access, hold virtual cooking classes, host a ‘good food box’ subscription 

to support local producers at a lower cost to the consumer, and are part of the Askiy 

Project, an urban farm internship program to engage local youth in the local food 

system from production to distribution (CHEP 2020).  

CHEP also works with the City of Saskatoon in supporting community gardens, 

with CHEP focusing on those located on private property such as schoolyards and 

churches, while the City of Saskatoon supports all community gardens on public park 

land (CHEP 2020). Currently there are 30 community gardens on municipal land and 25 

community gardens on private land (City of Saskatoon 2022d), as shown in Figure 3.2. 

Although these are great initiatives to improve food security and food knowledge, the 

urban farms and community gardens are not fully accessible to the public as the food 
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grown on the urban farm is distributed by the organization and most community gardens 

are for individual use, as shown in Figure 3.3 below.  

 

Figure 3.2: Map of Community Gardens within Saskatoon (CHEP 2020) 
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Figure 3.3: Signs Found in Saskatoon's Community Gardens Indicating Individual Use 

 

3.3 Objective 1: Determine Suitability for Urban Agriculture 

3.3.1 Public Park Inventory 

In order to understand the extent of the public park system in Saskatoon, an 

inventory was completed using geographic information system (GIS) mapping. Previous 

studies by Taylor and Lovell (2012) and McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi (2013) 

prove that mapping allows for spatial identification of potential sites for urban agriculture 

and is becoming more of a priority for municipal governments and organizations 

involved in the development of urban agriculture.  

Building on these studies and focusing on public parks, spatial data was 

collected from the City of Saskatoon’s Open Data Catalogue (City of Saskatoon 2022a), 
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including City limit, parcel and park layers. Data layers were then imported into GIS 

software program QGIS 3.16.16 for further analysis. Public parks identified in the City of 

Saskatoon Open Data layer were then crosschecked with the City of Saskatoon’s park 

listing (City of Saskatoon 2022c) on their website to ensure parks were owned and 

maintained by the City of Saskatoon. Ground truthing was then conducted to ensure 

that any discrepancies between the two digital sources were reconciled through on-site 

observation. Some of the inconsistency was found due to the data not being updated 

since November 22, 2019. Therefore, to keep all data consistent, the study was 

conducted using only data previous to November 2019. The use of Google Earth Pro 

and the historic aerial imagery slider to view previous aerial imagery assisted in 

maintaining the data timestamp. 

After crosschecking, ground truthing and time stamping the public park data, it 

was determined that some parks had to be removed from the data set due to being 

outside of City limits, not owned by the City, not yet developed or too newly developed 

to be included in the spatial data. Some City owned parks were classified as amenity 

parks in which payment was required to enter or the parks were not publicly accessible 

24/7, including City-run golf courses or sports complexes. To document the removal of 

parks due to these reasons, a removal map was developed (Figure 4.2). Following the 

removal of the above-mentioned parks, the remaining parks created the basis for the 

public park inventory map (shown in Figure 4.1). 
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3.3.2 Sieve Mapping 

In order to determine how much land is available for urban food production within 

public parks, park land had to be assessed based on suitability for growing food. A 

suitability assessment was completed using a sieve-mapping technique in which several 

unsuitable land-uses or constraints are mapped and the prohibiting footprints from the 

maps are used one at a time as “sieves” to pass through the total land area, eliminating 

any unsuitable land, as shown in Figure 3.4 (De Narda Burger 2019; Lyle 1999). As 

claimed by both Lyle (1999) and De Narda Burger (2019), sieve-mapping is a simple, 

reliable and effective method to concurrently eliminate any unsuitable or prohibitive land 

while developing a map that displays all available land. Land suitability was assessed 

within public parks and the public park inventory map was used as a base to apply the 

sieve-mapping technique. Constraints were categorized as Built Infrastructure, Active 

Recreation and Natural Features and are described in Tables 3.1 to 3.3, including 

considerations, techniques used and relevant datasets.  
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Figure 3.4: Diagram of the Sieve Mapping Technique 

Built infrastructure included any impervious surface or built structures such as 

buildings, roads, parking lots, pathways, and railways. Each of these features have 

existing uses and would not be suitable for growing food. As the land considered in this 

study is being assessed based on food production, buffers for various categories were 

required to reduce the risk of contamination. See Table 3.1 for more details. 
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Active recreation represents all areas of structured recreation or sport such as 

playgrounds, splash pads, baseball diamonds, soccer fields, football fields, and outdoor 

rinks. Spaces for active recreation are valued land use within public parks increasing 

physical activity which improve both physical and mental health (Riglon, Browning, and 

Jennings 2018). See Table 3.2. 

Natural features include areas of open water, steep slopes, and areas lacking 

solar access. These areas were removed due to prohibiting sufficient food production. 

Although urban agriculture can occur on sloped land, certain stabilization techniques 

are required. McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi (2013) note that level terrain is most 

suitable for urban food production. Each are discussed further in Table 3.3. 

Once all features were mapped, the ‘Difference’ geoprocessing tool in QGIS was 

used for each constraint map (Figures 4.3-4.5) to eliminate all unsuitable lands from the 

public park inventory. The results were then summarized in a map displaying both 

suitable and unsuitable land, including land areas (Figure 4.6). 

Although a natural feature, soils were mapped separately as the urban context 

makes it difficult to determine soil texture, drainage and capability. The overall soil order 

for the Saskatoon area is Dark Brown Chernozemic, indicating that the soil is darker in 

color due to organic matter content (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 1998). Soil 

texture ranges from Clay to Very fine sandy clay loam and imperfectly to well-drained 

(see Figure 3.5 and 3.6); however, much of the inner city is unclassified and unable to 

be determined without extensive soil testing (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 2013). 
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Table 3.1: Built Infrastructure Constraints* 

Category Features 
Removed from 
Public Parks 

Considerations Assessment Technique GIS Dataset(s) 

Built 
Infrastructure 

Buildings 
• Buildings are not always publicly accessible and are not 

suitable for outdoor growing space 
• Accessible routes to and from buildings on site must be a 

minimum of 1m (36”) for one person and 1.5m (60”) for 
passing space (Hooper 2007) 

• Digitize building footprints to polygons using Google Satellite 
base imagery  

• Apply 1.5m buffer on all buildings to allow for safe building 
access 

• Remove all buildings from available land 

• Google Satellite Base Map 
(Google 2016) 

Roads 
• Single Line Street Network Data from the City of 

Saskatoon Open Data Catalogue only includes centerline 
data 

• Average road width 12m, 3.50m travel and parking lanes 
2.25m (City of Saskatoon 2021) 

• Contamination risk from traffic emissions greatly declines 
at or greater than 30m of transportation corridors 
(Archbold and Goldacker 2012) 

• Create 12m buffer on Single Line Street Network centerline 
• Apply 30m buffer to roads  
• Remove all roads from available land  

• Single Line Street Network 
(City of Saskatoon 2019g) 

Parking Lots 
• Parking lots are a required land use for vehicles visiting 

parks 
• Digitized parking lots to polygons using Google Satellite base 

imagery 
• Removed all parking lots from available land 

• Google Satellite Base Map 
(Google 2016) 

Pathways 
• Pathway dataset from the City of Saskatoon Open Data 

Catalogue only includes centerline data 
• Required multi-use pathway width 3.0m (City of 

Saskatoon 2021) 

• Added additional missing pathways from Google Satellite base 
imagery 

• Created 3m buffer to all pathways 
• Removed all pathways from available land 

• Pathways (City of 
Saskatoon 2019f) 

• Google Satellite Base Map 
(Google 2016) 

Railways 
• Recommended development setback ranges from 15-

30m (Federation of Canadian Municipalities 2013) 
• Contamination risk within 30m of a railway (Archbold and 

Goldacker 2012) 

• Applied 15m buffer on all railways 
• Applied 30m buffer on all railways 
• Removed all railways from available land 

• Railway Line (DMTI Spatial 
Inc. 2020b) 

*Adapted from De Narda Burger (2019) 
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Table 3.2: Active Recreation Constraints* 

Category Features 
Removed from 
Public Parks 

Considerations Assessment Technique GIS Dataset(s) 

Active 
Recreation 

Leisure 
Facilities 

• Leisure facilities are a valued use of public land 
• The City of Saskatoon Open Data Catalogue ‘Leisure 

Facilities’ dataset included only point data 

• Converted Leisure Facility point data into polygons using 
Google Satellite base imagery 

• Removed all active recreation from available land 

• Leisure Facilities (City of 
Saskatoon 2019b) 

• Google Satellite Base Map 
(Google 2016) 

*Adapted from De Narda Burger (2019) 

 
Table 3.3: Natural Features Constraints* 

Category Features 
Removed from 
Public Parks 

Considerations Assessment Technique GIS Dataset(s) 

Natural Features 

Open Water 
• Open water prohibitive to most edible plants 
• Inorganic shoreline treatments required for 3m above the 

normal water level for all stormwater wet ponds (City of 
Saskatoon 2021) 

• Digitized all open water located within public parks to polygons 
using Google Satellite base imagery 

• Applied a 3m buffer to all open water 
• Removed all open water from available land 

• Google Satellite Base Map 
(Google 2016) 

Steep Slopes 
• Steep slopes are subject to soil erosion and safety 

concerns (OMAFRA 2021b) 
• Using the Canada Land Inventory Soil Capability for 

Agriculture classification system (OMAFRA 2021a), a 
correlation was made between soil type, slope and 
capability for agriculture where: 

- 0-9% slopes present moderate limitations 
- 9-15% slopes present severe limitations 
- 15-30% slopes present severe to very severe limitations 

• Converted Digital Elevation Model to vector polygons 
• Classified slopes as 0-9%, 9-15%, 15-30% 
• Removed all slopes >9% from available land 

• Digital Elevation Model 
(Natural Resources 
Canada 2019) 

Solar Access 
• Plants for food production need approximately 8 hours of 

sunlight per day (Lindsay 2012; Philips 2013) 
• Buildings located within parks cast impenetrable shade 

throughout the day 
• Saskatoon’s frost-free growing season considered from 

May 21 – September 15th (Government of Canada 2022) 
• Mid-day shadow length on September 15th is 6.5m per 

one story (~4.5m) (SunCalc 2022) 
• Although trees also cast shade, tree data was unavailable 

and is recommended to be assessed on a site-by-site 
basis 

• Applied buffer of 6.5m to all buildings located within public parks 
• Removed all shaded areas from available land 

• Buildings (see Table 3.1) 

*Adapted from De Narda Burger (2019)
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Figure 3.5: Soil Texture Map (Agriculture and Agri-Food 2013) 

 

 

Figure 3.6: Soil Drainage Map (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 2013) 
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3.4 Objective 2: Calculation of Contribution 

To estimate the potential contribution of food production from the available land 

determined from the suitability assessment to Saskatoon’s food system, collection and 

calculation of both yield and consumption data were required. Yield and consumption 

data were focused on vegetables as the short growing season and climate in 

Saskatchewan allows for a wider variety of annual vegetable production than perennial 

fruit production. 

3.4.1 Yield Estimate 

Following a similar method to studies completed in Detroit (Colasanti and Hamm 

2010) and Oakland (McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi 2013), a low bio-intensive 

yield average of 34.5 Mg of produce per hectare (15.4 tons/ac) per growing season was 

used, which is assumed to be closest to a beginner gardening level. The total available 

land and the low bio-intensive average yield were then used to calculate the total 

estimated production of public park land (Table 4.1). 

3.4.2 Current Consumption 

To calculate current consumption of the City of Saskatoon, average vegetable 

consumption data and population data were collected. In recent years, the Canadian 

Community Health Survey (CCHS) has switched from providing vegetable consumption 

by weight to how many times vegetables are consumed per day (Statistics Canada 

2020a). The most recent vegetable consumption by weight data was collected in 2015 

and was used as a current estimate (Statistics Canada 2015). The daily estimate was 

then converted to annual. The total vegetable consumption was then estimated for the 
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City of Saskatoon using current population data. It is noted that the consumption data is 

only an average and may be problematic as there are differences based on income, 

race, ethnicity, education and access to healthy food (McClintock, Cooper, and 

Khandeshi 2013). 

3.4.3 Contribution Calculation 

Total production and current consumption were then analyzed to reveal the total 

potential contribution of food production within public parks that could be provided to the 

City’s population’s current vegetable consumption. However, McClintock, Cooper, and 

Khandeshi (2013) identify that approximately 63% in weight is lost through various 

stages of the farm-to-table process, including farm to retail, retail to customer, and 

inedible portions (i.e., portions of vegetables that are not consumed, such as stems or 

leaves of certain vegetables). This loss estimate is largely based on produce 

transported for the global food system and, therefore, may be an overestimate in a 

localized food system where food is transported straight from farm to table or distributed 

within the community, reducing food miles and subsequent loss (McClintock, Cooper, 

and Khandeshi 2013).  

 In addition, although difficult to map, passive recreation space is a valued aspect 

of public parks and, in many cases is also suitable for urban agriculture (McRae et al. 

2010). Public parks can generally be defined as, “publicly owned green spaces for 

active and passive recreation managed by public park agencies” (Rigolon, Browning, 

and Jennings 2018, 156). Standards noted by Zimmerman (2015) in Planning 

Landscape, indicate that 6m2 per resident is required for parks and green spaces and 
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within that, 4m2 should be dedicated to play and sports areas, or active recreation. The 

remaining 2m2, or 33%, can be assumed to be dedicated to passive recreation. 

Therefore, passive recreation was calculated by multiplying total park land by 33%. As 

walking is considered a passive recreation activity, area previously accounted as 

pathways was removed from the passive recreation area to avoid double counting 

(Table 4.4).  

 To account for loss of produce and passive recreation space, four scenarios 

were then developed. Scenario One was calculated using yield estimates for total 

available land not considering losses, Scenario Two was calculated by removing land 

for passive recreation not adjusting for losses, Scenario Three was calculated using 

yield estimates for total available land adjusting to a 63% loss of produce, and Scenario 

Four was calculated by removing land for passive recreation and adjusting to account 

for loss of produce.  

3.5 Objective 3: Develop Design Concepts 

The next step in the study was to use a design process to develop design 

concepts for three public parks to explore and test new ideas of multifunctional edible 

landscapes. Similar to the common design process used in landscape architecture 

practice, an Agricultural Urbanism (AU) Design Process was used to integrate food into 

the designs. The stages of an AU Design Process include Community Visioning, Site 

Inventory & Analysis, Typology Development, Conceptual Design and Design 

Development (Clarke et al. 2010), as shown in Figure 3.7 below. Due to the scope of 

the study and the on-going COVID-19 pandemic, Community Visioning was not 
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completed. However, engagement with the community is highly recommended to 

identify community values and needs and increase a sense of ownership (Clarke et al. 

2010; Philips 2013). 

 
Figure 3.7: Comparison of a Landscape Architecture Design Process to an Agricultural Urbanism 

Design Process (Taylor 2010; Clarke et al. 2010) 

3.5.1 Site Selection 

Before beginning the concept design process, public park sites needed to be 

selected to apply and test design ideas. Criteria were developed to narrow the selection 

process to three parks. As food security is largely associated with income, 

neighbourhood median income data within Saskatoon was analyzed (Figure 3.8). To 

provide variability, three of each, high, middle, and low income neighbourhouds, were 

chosen for further analysis. These neighbourhoods were then assessed based on 

variability in prominent age ranges and access to food through food distribution and 

community garden mapping (Figure 4.8). Once the three neighbourhoods were chosen, 

parks within the neighbourhoods were assessed based on available land and through 
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further site observation. One park for each neighbourhood was selected for the design 

process. The full site selection process is shown in Figure 3.9 below. 

 

Figure 3.8: Median Personal Income by Neighbourhood (City of Saskatoon 2020) 
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Figure 3.9: Flow Chart of Site Selection Process 

3.5.2 Site Inventory & Analysis 

Prior to developing any design ideas, a site inventory of landscape elements and 

an analysis of those elements were required to provide an understanding of place and 

identify future opportunities and constraints (Clarke et al. 2010; Prominski and von 

Seggern 2019). The site inventory process began by exporting GIS shapefiles from the 

suitability assessment in QGIS to AutoCAD 2020 compatible dxf. files. From there, all 

elements that were not previously included, such as trees and shade, were drawn 

through the use of Google Earth base imagery in AutoCAD 2020 drafting software. 

Once trees were added, shade was determined by using a reference tree with a 10m 

diameter and a 15.4m height. Shadow lengths were then determined from 10am to 4pm 

on September 15th using an online calculator. September 15th is considered the end of 
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the growing season (Government of Canada 2022) producing the longest shadows; 

while most edible plants need at least 6 hours of sunlight per day (Lindsay 2012; Philips 

2013), with the strongest sunlight acquired between the hours of 10am and 4pm. The 

calculations of shadow lengths are shown in Figure 3.10 below. This diagram was then 

turned into an AutoCAD block and applied to all trees relative to their diameter.  

 

Figure 3.10: Diagram of Shade Length for Reference Tree in AutoCAD 

 

 Once a preliminary base plan was developed for each park, landscape elements 

such as soils, tree canopy, shade, pedestrian circulation, active recreation, and water 

availability were assessed, and opportunities and constraints were identified. Climate 

data for the City of Saskatoon was also collected including temperature and 

precipitation normals (shown in Figures 3.11 and 3.12 below). To supplement the site 
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analysis, analysis of the neighbourhoods was done by collecting further demographic 

data, mapping food access, and analyzing land use and transit within the 

neighbourhoods. The resulting analysis allowed for the creation of functional diagrams 

that were useful in deciding the most suitable location to incorporate edible landscapes 

within the parks. 

 

Figure 3.11: Saskatoon Temperature Normals (Government of Canada 2022) 
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Figure 3.12: Saskatoon Precipitation Normals (Government of Canada 2022) 

 

3.5.3 Case Study Analysis 

With the next stage of the Agricultural Urbanism Design Process being Typology 

Development, or the gathering of relevant historic and current precedents, the Case 

Study Method for Landscape Architecture developed by Mark Francis (2001) was used. 

Francis (2001), along with authors Swaffield (2017) and Bruns et al. (2017), claim the 

case study method is well suited and widely used in both landscape architecture 

research and practice allowing “systematic comparison” and “generalizable knowledge” 

(Bruns et al. 2017, 15). However, Swaffield (2017) also notes that landscape architects 

often lack justification or rationale in their selection of case studies. 
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To provide a rationale for the selection of case studies, criteria were developed to 

assist in selecting relevant and note-worthy projects. Projects were selected based on, 

1) the involvement of food production; 2) educational aspects; 3) designed quality, i.e., if 

the project was designed by a landscape architect or a related design discipline; and 4) 

if the project was published or reviewed in some capacity be it recognized for an award, 

published in articles or books, or served as a case study for a previous study. 

Information for each case study was gathered through urban agriculture and design 

publications, landscape architecture association websites, such as the American 

Association of Landscape Architects, designers’ online portfolios, and the Landscape 

Architecture Foundation’s Landscape Performance Series database. 

A total of nine case studies were chosen to allow for variation and cross-

comparison. Due to the scope of the study and number of case studies selected, the 

case study fact-sheet outline noted by Francis (2001) was used as a guide. Sections 

included in the case study fact-sheets were project name, location, size, designer, 

awards, typology, project background, project significance and impact, and lessons 

learned. Photos and sources of information were also included on the one-page fact-

sheets developed (template shown in Figure 3.13). Once case study fact-sheets were 

assembled, common themes, design ideas and lessons learned were collected to 

inform the concept design process. 
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Figure 3.13: Case Study Fact Sheet Template 
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3.5.4 Conceptual Design 

The conceptual design stage of the AU Design Process consists of developing a 

fundamental concept to guide the design, which then leads to the creation of the overall 

site design concept (Clarke et al. 2010). Clarke et al. (2010) state that inclusion of food-

centered objectives in this stage ensures food systems are present within the design. 

Therefore, before beginning conceptual designing, overarching visions that included 

food-centered goals for each of the parks were developed. From there, using the 

information gathered in the site inventory and analysis and design ideas from the case 

studies, three preliminary concepts were developed for each park. Preliminary concepts 

were used to explore different locations of the parks, various themes, forms and design 

ideas. One concept for each was then designed in further detail through the creation of 

plan drawings completed in AutoCAD 2020 and rendered in Adobe Photoshop 23.1.1. 

along with perspective drawings. 
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4 Results 
The following results assist in answering the research questions of: 

• Where can we grow food in public space? 

• How much food can we grow in public space? 

• How can we bring urban agriculture into public space by designing accessible 

and multifunctional edible landscapes to improve food security and food 

knowledge? 

This section will be organized by each research objective and presents the findings of 

the methods previously discussed. 

4.1 Objective 1: Suitability Assessment 

4.1.1 Public Park Inventory 

The public park inventory resulted in a total of 221 City-owned public parks with a 

total area of 956 ha, as shown in Figure 4.1. A full listing of the public park inventory is 

included in Appendix A. Following crosschecking with the City of Saskatoon’s website 

listing, ground truthing, and time stamping of the data, a total of 37 of the 258 parks 

identified in the City of Saskatoon’s Open Data ‘Park’ data file were removed. A removal 

map, indicating the reasons for the removal, is shown in Figure 4.2. It was found that 12 

parks were deemed amenity parks, four parks were either not owned by the municipality 

or were not identified as parks through the City’s website listing, seven parks were not 

developed, 12 parks were developed following the timestamp of November 2019, and 
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two parks were located outside City limits. A full list of parks removed is shown in 

Appendix B.  

 

Figure 4.1: Map of Public Parks in Saskatoon 
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Figure 4.2: Map of Parks Removed from Public Park Inventory 

4.1.2 Sieve Mapping 

Figures 4.3 to 4.6 display the results of the constraint mapping. Built 

Infrastructure was found to cover a total of 187 ha, Active Recreation a total of 168 ha, 

and Natural Features a total of 85 ha. Once each of these constraint maps were passed 

through the ‘sieve’ of the public park inventory map (Figure 4.1), it was found that a total 

of 541 ha, or 57% of the 956 ha of public park space, is suitable for agriculture as 

shown in Figure 4.6. The slight discrepancy between the total constraints (440 ha) and 

the total unavailable land (414 ha) following the sieve mapping is due to areas of 
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overlap between features such as sports field or pathways and buffers for roadways and 

railways. 

 

Figure 4.3: Map of Built Infrastructure Constraints 
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Figure 4.4: Map of Active Recreation Constraints 
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Figure 4.5: Map of Natural Feature Constraints 



 

 

55 

 

 

Figure 4.6: Suitability Map of Available and Unavailable Land for Food Production within Public 
Parks 
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4.2 Objective 2: Calculation of Contribution 

4.2.1 Yield 

Based on the total available land of 541 ha from Objective 1, and the yield 

average of 34.5 Mg per ha, it was determined that estimated production from total 

available land would be 18,669 Mg (18,669 metric tonnes) of vegetables, equivalent to 

20,579 U.S. tons, as shown in Table 4.1.  

Table 4.1: Yield Calculation 

Total Land Available (ha) Low bio-intensive yield 
(Mg/ha) 

Estimated production of 
available land (Mg) 

541.14 34.5 18,669.19 
 (McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi 

2013) 
 

 

4.2.2 Consumption 

Using the most recent estimate of current vegetable consumption from Statistics 

Canada (2015) at 202 g of vegetables per person per day, the estimated annual 

consumption per person is equivalent to 74 kg. Based on Saskatoon’s 2021 Census 

population of 266,141 (Statistics Canada 2022a), total annual consumption for the City 

of Saskatoon population is estimated at 19,663 Mg per year (19,663 metric tonnes or 

21,674 U.S. tons), as shown in Table 4.2. 

Table 4.2: Vegetable Consumption Calculations 

Current 
Consumption 
(g/day) 

Total Annual 
Consumption 
(kg/year) 

Population of 
Saskatoon 

Total Annual 
Consumption of 
Saskatoon 
(Mg/year) 

202.41 73.88 266,141 19,662.50 
(Statistics Canada 2015)  (Statistics Canada 2022a)  
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4.2.3 Contribution 

Table 4.3 summarizes the results of the potential estimated contribution the 

available land could make to the population of Saskatoon’s vegetable consumption. In 

Scenario One, using total available land, estimated yields would contribute to 95% of 

Saskatoon’s vegetable consumption. Scenario Two, after factoring in passive recreation 

space (calculations shown in Table 4.4), displays a contribution of 56%. Accounting for 

losses in Scenario Three drops the contribution to 26%, while factoring in both space for 

passive recreation and loss in produce reveals a contribution of 15% in Scenario Four. 

Table 4.3: Contribution Scenario Calculations 

Contribution Scenarios  Estimated 
production of 
available land 
(Mg) 

Total Annual 
Consumption 
of Saskatoon 
(Mg/year) 

Potential 
Contribution 
(%) 

1. Total available land  18,669.19 19,662.50 94.95% 
2. (Available Land - Passive 

Recreation) 
 11,039.84 19,662.50 56.14% 

3. (Available Land - Loss)  5,040.68 19,662.50 25.63% 
4. (Available Land - Passive 

Recreation - Loss) 
 2,980.76 19,662.50 15.16% 

 
Table 4.4: Passive Recreation Calculation 

Total Area of 
Public Parks 
(ha) 

Passive 
Recreation 
Standard 
(2m2/6m2) 

Passive 
Recreation 
(Park Area x 
33%) 

Pathways 
(Walking) 

Passive 
Recreation 
(- Pathways) 

955.62 33% 315.35 93.214 222.14 
 (Zimmerman 2015)    
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4.3 Objective 3: Design Process 

4.3.1 Site Selection 

Site selection began first at the neighbourhood level in selecting the three lower 

income neighbourhoods, Pleasant Hill, Riversdale, and Nutana Urban Centre; three 

middle income neighbourhoods, Exhibition, Blairmore Urban Centre, and Forest Grove; 

and three higher income neighbourhoods, Arbor Creek, Lakeridge, and Brighton. These 

neighbourhoods were then assessed based on prominent age range and food access 

as shown in Figure 4.7 and Table 4.5. 

 
Figure 4.7: Food Access Map with Selected Neighbourhoods (CHEP 2020, DMTI Spatial Inc. 2020a) 
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Table 4.5: Summary of Selected Neighbourhoods 

Neighbourhoods Median 
Personal 
Income ($) 

Prominent 
Age Range 

Public Parks 

Pleasant Hill* 21,430 0-4 (11%) DL Hamilton 
Fred Mendel 
Grace Adam Metawewinihk 
North 
Grace Adam Metawewinihk 
South 
Pleasant Hill* 
Steve Patola 

Riversdale 23,860 25-29 (9%) Isinger 
Optimist 
Victoria 

Nutana Urban Centre 27,840 85+ (34%) Dan Worden 
Nutana Kiwanis 
Nutana Kiwanis North 

    
Exhibition 38,530 25-29 (12%) Achs 

Exhibition 
Thornton 

Blairmore Urban 
Centre 

38,770 25-29 (14%) Blairmore Pond 
Morris T Chernesky 

Forest Grove* 39,200 25-29 (11%) Balsam 
Forest Grove Linkage 
Les Kerr 
TJ Quigley* 

    
Arbor Creek 52,580 40-44 (10%) Arbor Creek 

Arbor Creek Linear 
Beckett Green 
Budz Green 

Lakeridge* 53,300 55-59 (11%) Crocus* 
Brighton 62,340 N/A N/A 
Source(s) (City of Saskatoon 

2020) 
(City of Saskatoon 
2019) 

(City of Sasaktoon 2022c) 

*Indicates selected neighbourhoods and parks 
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Pleasant Hill was chosen as the lower-income neighbourhood based on the 

prominent age group being outside of the median age range and having a significantly 

lower median personal income. Forest Grove was chosen as the middle-income 

neighbourhood based on the lack of food access within the neighbourhood and 

available land within the neighbourhood’s parks. Lastly, Lakeridge was chosen as the 

higher-income neighbourhood as Brighton, the highest-income neighbourhood, is still 

under construction.  

Within Pleasant Hill, Pleasant Hill Park, shown in Figure 4.8, was chosen as the 

study site due to the distance from existing community gardens and adjacency to the 

Pleasant Hill School, complementing the prominent younger age range in the 

neighbourhood. T.J. Quigley Park was chosen within Forest Grove based on the large 

amount of available land and lack of current programming in the park, shown in Figure 

4.9. Crocus Park is the only park within the Lakeridge neighbourhood and, as such, was 

the study site for the affluent neighbourhood, as shown in Figure 4.10. 
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Figure 4.8: Pleasant Hill Neighbourhood Map Showing Park Site Selection 
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Figure 4.9: Forest Grove Neighbourhood Map Showing Park Site Selection 
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Figure 4.10: Lakeridge Neighbourhood Map Showing Park Site Selection 
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4.3.2 Site Inventory & Analysis 

This section provides the results from the site inventory and analysis process for 

each park with corresponding diagrams. Full Site Inventory and Analysis Boards are in 

Appendix C. 

Pleasant Hill Park is 1.2 ha and is located on the southeast corner of 21st Street 

West and Avenue U South. As mentioned previously, the park is located adjacent to 

Pleasant Hill Community School, an elementary school with Pre-Kindergarten to Grade 

8 classes (Saskatoon Public Schools). As shown in Figures 4.11-4.12 and Table 4.6, 

the park is host to a large playground and splash pad with multi-use pathways 

connecting all areas. The tree canopy is largely deciduous, and most trees are 

concentrated on the outer edges of the park allowing for sunnier areas in the center of 

the park. The soil texture is classified as unknown which would require testing to avoid 

the risk of contamination. However, the City of Saskatoon notes Pleasant Hill Park as 

69% irrigated, presenting a possible opportunity to extend the irrigation system for 

future plans. 
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Figure 4.11: Aerial Image (Google Earth Pro 2015b) 

 
Figure 4.12: Inventory Diagram of Pleasant Hill Park 
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Table 4.6: Pleasant Hill Park Opportunities & Constraints 
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Through neighbourhood food access mapping, shown in Figure 4.13, it was 

found that there are several food distribution centers and two community gardens, with 

most being located within a ten-minute walk from Pleasant Hill Park. Figure 4.14 notes 

public transit centered on 20th Street to the south of the park and 22nd Street to the 

north. Land use mapping in Figure 4.15 revealed that the majority of the neighbourhood 

is low density residential, with the northern half showing a mix of medium density 

residential and commercial. St. Paul’s Hospital is also located within Pleasant Hill and 

supporting institutional land uses are noted near the hospital. Some of the 

demographics of note include a high ethnic diversity at a rate of 0.91 compared to the 

City’s of 0.45; relatively affordable housing; a higher rental to own rate of 69% to 31% 

respectively; and the majority of housing units being multi-unit at 61%, as shown in 

Table 4.7 below. 

Table 4.7: Pleasant Hill Neighbourhood Demographics (City of Saskatoon 2020) 
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Figure 4.13: Pleasant Hill Food Access Map 
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Figure 4.14: Pleasant Hill Transit Map 
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Figure 4.15: Pleasant Hill Land Use Map (City of Saskatoon a) 
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Following the inventory and analysis, the creation of functional diagrams 

revealed three areas of the park that would be suitable for developing concept designs, 

as shown in Figure 4.16. 

 
Figure 4.16: Three Possible Locations for Concept Designs in Pleasant Hill Park 

Second was T.J. Quigley Park, located at 393 Birch Crescent, in the northern half 

of the Forest Grove neighbourhood. The park is 0.6 ha and is flanked by trees along the 

outer edges with mature elm trees (Ulmus americana) lining the north side, as shown in 

Figures 4.17 and 4.18. This allows the center of the park to gain significant sun access. 

T.J. Quigley Park lacks formal pedestrian circulation; however, it was noted through site 

observation that users have created a desire path through the middle of the park. Active 
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recreation is also lacking with only one small playground. Like Pleasant Hill Park, the 

soil is unclassified and would require further testing; however, the park is 93% irrigated 

presenting no challenge to water access (see Table 4.8). 
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Figure 4.17: Aerial Image (Google Earth 2015c) 

 

Figure 4.18 Inventory Diagram of T.J. Quigley Park 
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Table 4.8: T.J. Quigley Park Opportunities and Constraints 
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Food access mapping of the Forest Grove neighbourhood in Figure 4.19 reveals 

that there are no food distribution centers or community gardens located within the 

neighbourhood. However, Figure 4.20 shows public transit running through the 

neighbourhood along 115th Street and along the west edge at Central Avenue, within a 

10-minute walk to the park. Through Land Use mapping in Figure 4.21, Forest Grove is 

almost solely residential ranging from low to medium density. A few parcels of 

commercial and a few community facilities, two schools and a church, are located near 

115th Street. Further analysis of neighbourhood demographics show that Forest Grove 

has a higher ethnic diversity than the City at 0.6; housing prices are slightly above the 

affordable rate of 3.0 at 3.79; there is almost an even split between rented and owned 

housing at 41% to 59% respectively, with over half of housing being single family at 

58%, as shown in Table 4.9. 

Table 4.9: Forest Grove Neighbourhood Demographics (City of Saskatoon 2020) 
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Figure 4.19: Forest Grove Food Access Map 
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Figure 4.20: Forest Grove Transit Map 
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Figure 4.21: Forest Grove Land Use Map (City of Saskatoon a) 
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Due to the current layout and openness of T.J. Quigley Park, there is a larger 

area in the center of the park that is suitable for applying concept designs, as shown in 

Figure 4.22. 

 

Figure 4.22: Possible Location for Concept Design in T.J. Quigley Park 

Lastly, Crocus Park is centrally located in the Lakeridge neighbourhood on 

Emmaline and Waterbury Road, in between the Lakeridge Public School and St. Luke 

Catholic School, both elementary schools, as shown in Figure 4.23. Being the only park 

within the neighbourhood, Crocus Park is quite large at 7.6 ha (City of Saskatoon 2020). 

As noted in Figure 4.24 and Table 4.10, the park has an extensive tree canopy of both 
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deciduous and coniferous trees, as well as a vegetated wetland area on the east side. 

There is an extensive multi-use pathway system connecting all parts of the park along 

with a variety of sports fields, playgrounds and a splash pad. As Lakeridge is a newer 

neighbourhood, the soil type is classified as Tuxford Elstow, the soil texture as clay 

loam and soil drainage as well drained (Agriculture and Agri-Food Canada 2013), 

implying suitability for production. It is assumed that water access is available as the 

park is 100% irrigated, as stated within the City of Saskatoon’s Services and Schedules 

Interactive Map (City of Saskatoon b). 

 
Figure 4.23: Aerial Imagery (Google Earth Pro 2015a) 

 



 

 

81 

 

 

Figure 4.24: Inventory Diagram of Crocus Park 
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Table 4.10: Crocus Park Opportunities & Constraints 
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Lakeridge currently has no food distribution centers or community gardens within 

the neighbourhood, as revealed in Figure 4.25. This is due to the land use being only 

low density residential, with close to 100% of homes being single family, as shown in 

both the land use map (Figure 4.27) and neighbourhood demographics (Table 4.11). 

Public transit runs along Nemeiben Road, Waterbury Road and Kingsmere Boulevard, 

noted in Figure 4.26. Lakeridge differs from both Pleasant Hill and Forest Grove in that 

there is a relatively low ethnic diversity (0.24) compared to the City (0.45), housing costs 

are very high, 98% of homes are owned, and again, close to 100% of housing is single 

family, as shown in Table 4.11 below. 

Table 4.11: Lakeridge Neighbourhood Demographics (City of Saskatoon 2020) 
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Figure 4.25: Lakeridge Food Access Map 
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Figure 4.26: Lakeridge Transit Map 
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Figure 4.27: Lakeridge Land Use Map (City of Saskatoon a) 
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Following the inventory and analysis, areas suitable for concept designs are the 

northwest corner, the northeast corner and the southeast side, as shown in Figure 4.28. 

 

Figure 4.28: Three Possible Locations for Concept Designs in Crocus Park 
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4.3.3 Case Studies 

Based on the criteria, the nine case studies chosen are displayed below in Figure 

4.29, while full case study fact sheets are shown in Appendix D. The case studies are 

located across North America and include public space gardens, school gardens, 

demonstration gardens, and food forests. Each were unique examples of urban 

agriculture; however, some common elements and themes were found throughout the 

lessons learned. These common lessons are listed in Table 4.12, with some of the most 

notable being the collection of rainwater for irrigation, the use of recycled materials, the 

importance of educational signage and the ways in which programming can engage the 

public with their food system. For example, the Medical University of South Carolina 

Urban Farm hosts ‘Work-and-Learn’ events where volunteers donate their time to assist 

in maintaining the gardens while being provided free immersive education on growing 

techniques and the variety of crops grown (Philips 2013). 
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Figure 4.29: Selected Case Studies 
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Table 4.12: Common Lessons Learned from Case Studies 

Lessons Learned Case Studies 
Rainwater collection for irrigation 1,3,6,7,8,9  

Use of recycled & reused materials 1,2,3,6,8 

Flexible space for more than one use 3,5,8,9 

The importance of educational signage 1,4,5,6 

Public gardens can introduce unfamiliar foods 4,5,6,9 

Fun, educational programming engages the public 2,5,6,7 

Habitat for pollinators 1,2,4,7 

Importance of volunteers 4,5,8 

Opportunity for revenue through selling extra produce 2,7,8 

Partnerships are important 4,5,7 

Utilitarian components can act as public art 1,3 

Garden manager for maintenance and programming 1,2 

Use of bright colours and shapes  2,3 

Allowing the public to forage 4,5 

Food forests can be lower maintenance than row crops 4,7 

Simple techniques the public can replicate on their own 6,7 

 

4.3.4 Concept Designs 

Results from both the site inventory and analysis and the lessons learned from 

the case studies were used to inform the concept development process. As each park 

varies in spatial layout and neighbourhood demographics, concept development will be 

discussed for each park. Full concept development boards are found in Appendix E. 

 With Pleasant Hill Park being adjacent to the Pleasant Hill School and the 

prominent age groups in the neighbourhood being 0-4 (11%) and 5-9 (8%), the vision 

and goals were:  
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For Pleasant Hill Park to be a place for children and adults to experience unique, fun 

and playful ways to learn, grow, share and enjoy food, promoting lifelong learning. 

• To incorporate fun elements children would enjoy  

• To include space for outdoor education and programming 

• To provide space for the community to gather and share food 

The three preliminary concepts explored three different areas of the park (shown in 

Figure 4.16) and three themes; Circles, Seasons, and Courage (see Appendix E). The 

theme of Courage was chosen to develop further as it had the strongest local 

connection. The Garden of Courage takes inspiration from the Pleasant Hill School and 

Dr. Martin Brokenleg’s Circle of Courage philosophy, shown in Figure 4.30, which 

integrate traditional Indigenous ways of teaching. The Circle of Courage has four 

foundations: belonging, mastery, independence and generosity (Saskatoon Public 

Schools). 

 
Figure 4.30: Circle of Courage Philosophy (Government of Manitoba) 
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The circular garden, shown in Figure 4.31 below, is divided orthogonally by 

pathways based on existing desire lines. Each quadrant represents one of the four 

foundations. The northeast quadrant represents Mastery, and includes an outdoor 

classroom with a large pavilion, seating, and shade structures. The southeast quadrant 

represents Independence and is a space where children would have the ability to 

explore and garden on their own. This space includes playful elements such as an herb 

spiral garden, a pizza garden, vine tunnels and leaf-shaped raised beds with small scale 

compost bins and a produce washing station. The southwest quadrant represents 

Generosity and is host to linear raised beds for growing produce to share with the 

community. A produce stand is included to store fresh produce and make it available to 

the public. The northwest quadrant represents Belonging and is a space where the 

community can gather to share and enjoy their bounty with tables and chairs, and 

pollinator planters to add colour and provide habitat. A perspective drawing showcasing 

the children’s garden is shown in Figure 4.32. 
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Figure 4.31: Pleasant Hill Park Concept Design 
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Figure 4.32: Pleasant Hill Park Perspective Drawing 

 

T.J. Quigley Park is located in a ‘food desert’ as there are no food distribution 

sites or public community gardens located within the neighbourhood. Therefore, the 

vision was: 

For T.J. Quigley Park to take inspiration from the surrounding landscape and 

bring agriculture back into the City to improve community knowledge on food 

production. 

• To provide space for the neighbourhood to grow their own food 

• To enhance the existing park through edible landscape design 

• To provide a space for the community to share knowledge 

As the park is quite open, the three preliminary concepts explored different ways of 

maximizing sunlight, balancing the need for passive recreation space, and organic 
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versus geometric layouts, as shown in Appendix E. A geometric layout was chosen as it 

closely resembles the surrounding agricultural landscape and the significance of the 

railway in the development of communities, such as the adjacent Sutherland 

neighbourhood (City of Saskatoon 1999). The concept design for T.J. Quigley Park is 

shown in Figure 4.33 below. Existing desire lines were used to site the two main 

diagonal pathways through the park, dividing the space into three areas. The south end 

of the park was kept as open lawn to allow for passive recreation. The north end of the 

park is dedicated to raised garden beds for growing fresh produce, as shown in Figure 

4.34. The garden beds along the north edge are oriented north-south to maximize 

sunlight as they are under the tree canopy, while the southeast section is arranged in an 

alternating pattern that replicates aerial views of surrounding fields. The middle section 

of raised beds is designed as a children’s garden with shorter raised beds and a small 

shade structure. The area on the west edge of the park is dedicated to a community 

gathering space with a large shade pavilion, seating, and pollinator planters. 
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Figure 4.33: T.J. Quigley Park Concept Design 
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Figure 4.34: T.J. Quigley Park Perspective Drawing 

 

Much like Forest Grove, the neighbourhood of Lakeridge is also located within a 

food desert; however, as the neighbourhood consists of all single-family homes, it is 

assumed that all residents have access to front and back yards to grow their own food. 

Therefore, the vision and goals were: 

For Crocus Park to be a tranquil space for residents to learn about natural 

systems and the food that the natural environment provides.  

• To incorporate native edible and medicinal plants 

• To encourage foraging of public produce in public space 

• To provide a space for community gathering 
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With the focus being on nature, the three preliminary concepts were based on the themes 

of the Crocus (after the park’s namesake), Healing, and the Forest (shown in Appendix 

E), exploring three different areas of the park, previously shown in Figure 4.28. As the 

streets of Lakeridge are all named after northern Saskatchewan lakes, the Forest theme 

was chosen to represent the northern boreal landscape. The concept design for Crocus 

Park, as shown in Figure 4.35 below, consists of a food forest based on permaculture 

guilds, containing canopy, understory, shrub, and groundcover layers, mimicking the 

layers of a forest. Each guild is surrounded by interconnected pathways, shown in Figure 

4.36. At the center of the food forest is a pond representing the lakes and allows for the 

opportunity to be a rainwater collection system to be used for irrigation. To entice park 

users to enter, raised beds with ‘familiar foods’ line the pathway at the south edge of the 

food forest. There is also a shade pavilion and seating area for community events or rest 

and relaxation.  
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Figure 4.35: Crocus Park Concept Design 
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Figure 4.36: Crocus Park Perspective Drawing 

 

Although each concept is unique to the neighbourhood and their needs, common 

elements included in each of the three concepts include space to grow food, produce 

washing stations, produce stands for distribution of harvested produce, space for 

community gathering and collective learning, compost bins for organic waste and tool 

sheds for storage. The concepts are designed to be publicly accessible, complementing 

the public park system and encouraging participation, knowledge sharing, and urban 

foraging in local urban food production.  
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5 Discussion 
5.1 Suitable Land & Contribution 

In answering the first research question of ‘Where can we grow food in public 

parks?’, it is inferred that over half (57%) of the land in Saskatoon’s public parks is 

underutilized or vacant, providing ample opportunity for urban agriculture. Even after 

eliminating land for the use of passive recreation, there was still one-third of park land 

suitable for urban agriculture.  

 Although the research question of ‘How much food can we grow in public parks?’ 

is based on a best-case scenario vision, the results are quite significant in how much 

food can be produced using the underutilized land in public parks. Scenario One, 

although contributing to 95% of the City’s current vegetable consumption, is largely a 

utopian vision and would most likely be met with pushback from the public as it 

eliminates space from other valued park uses. However, even after providing space for 

passive recreation there is still a possibility for significant contribution of produce to the 

local food system. As shown throughout the concept designs, space for passive 

recreation can also be provided within edible landscapes through seating and pathways. 

This raises the question of ‘how much area is required for elements such as pathways, 

tool sheds, and gathering space?’ which may alter the actual contribution from available 

land. 

Once the loss estimate of 63% was accounted for, potential contribution dropped 

significantly. As McClintock, Cooper and Khandeshi (2013) explain, this estimate is 
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based on the average distance of 1000 miles (1600km) that vegetables travel from farm 

to plate according to data from the United Stated Department of Agriculture (USDA). 

Therefore, using this value is an overestimate and contribution values that accounted 

for losses are likely much higher.  

However, when accounting for loss, the findings of the study were found to be in 

line with similar studies in the northern cities of Detroit (Colsanti and Hamm 2010), 

focusing on vacant public land, and Cleveland (Grewal and Grewal 2012), focusing on 

vacant lots. The Detroit study found that one third of local consumption could be met 

(Colasanti and Hamm 2010), and the Cleveland study found that a range of 22-48% of 

the City’s produce needs could be met (Grewal and Grewal 2012). As Saskatoon is a 

smaller city, the results did not compare to studies completed in dense cities such as 

Oakland (McClintock, Cooper, and Khandeshi 2013) and New York City (Ackerman 

2012) with contribution percentages of 3% and 2% respectively.  

 Even though the findings show a significant contribution, Weidner, Yang and 

Hamm (2019) claim using annual yield estimates and assuming produce will be 

available all year is most likely inaccurate as many types of produce are only harvested 

a few months out of the year. This is likely true for Saskatoon as the cold climate only 

allows for a short growing season. Food knowledge would have to be expanded to 

include proper storage and preserving techniques so produce could be consumed 

throughout the year. Weidner, Yang, and Hamm (2019) also note that complete self-

sufficiency is largely unattainable as extensive amounts of land are required for cereals 

and livestock to meet dietary needs. Nordahl (2009) states that a food system may 
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never be 100% local as urban residents will still rely on imported foods that cannot be 

grown locally such as bananas and avocadoes. 

5.2 Site Selection 

 Following the determination of available land, the site selection process, based 

largely on demographic data, revealed some interesting insights. The higher and 

middle-income neighbourhoods seemed to be food deserts with no food distribution 

centers or community gardens located within the neighbourhoods, while the lower 

income neighbourhoods seemed to be host to various food distribution centers and 

even community gardens. However, the Food Distribution Center data (DMTI Spatial 

Inc. 2020a) used to map food access does not specify the quality of food provided by 

these centers, which is an issue in the lower income neighbourhoods (Lovell 2010). By 

analyzing the land use data for the selected neighbourhoods (City of Saskatoon a), it is 

inferred that one potential reason for the lack of food distribution centers in higher 

income neighbourhoods could be due to land use zoning where higher income 

neighbourhoods, such as Lakeridge, are zoned completely residential, restricting any 

type of commercial food retail business. Findings from Taylor and Lovell (2012) suggest 

that the absence of community gardens in single-family home neighbourhoods could be 

due to the availability of land for gardens in private yards. 

5.3 Lessons Learned 

By using an Agricultural Urbanism Design Process, it was possible to answer the 

question of ‘How can we bring urban agriculture into public space by designing 
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accessible edible landscapes to improve food security and food knowledge?’ The 

process acted as a step-by-step tool to guide the development of the resulting concept 

designs. As growing food in public space was the main focus, the AU design process 

differed from a typical design process by stressing the importance of the inclusion of 

food system elements. The following are some of the main lessons learned throughout 

the process. 

Soil 

First, unlike ornamental plants, edible plants are meant to be consumed and 

determining soil quality proved to be quite important in avoiding contamination risks of 

heavy metals. Recommendations from the literature suggest either separating planting 

areas from contaminated soil with raised beds or planting species that do not 

accumulate metals in edible portions of the plant (Hosseinpour, Kazemi, and 

Mahdizadeh 2022; Lovell 2010). Toronto Public Health has developed a guide for 

determining contamination risk factors and if soil testing is required (Archbold and 

Goldacker 2012). This guide was followed when determining buffer zones for roadways 

and railways in the suitability assessment. Where soil type and texture were determined 

to be unavailable or classified as urban for both Pleasant Hill Park and T.J. Quigley 

Park, raised beds were suggested. The soil type, texture and drainage were available 

for Crocus Park and, as Lakeridge is a newer neighbourhood, previous land use was 

determined to be agricultural through historic aerial imagery in Google Earth Pro, 

presenting less of a contamination risk. The food forest concept for Crocus Park also 
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allows for more fruit and nut bearing species, which as Lovell (2010) and Hoseinpour, 

Kazemi, and Mahdizadeh (2022) state, are less likely to accumulate heavy metals.  

Water 

Another important factor in designing for food production is the availability of 

water. As a general rule, most vegetables need at least one inch of water per week 

(Sanchez 2015). This importance is echoed in the case studies where two-thirds of the 

projects had some sort of rainwater collection system for irrigation. However, Philips 

(2013) also states that harvested vegetables should be washed with potable water to 

avoid contamination. In many cities, municipal turf areas are usually irrigated and can 

be a clean water source for edible plants (Nordahl 2009). This was true in the case of 

Saskatoon’s public parks where irrigation for turf was already present in all three parks, 

implying that access to potable water was possible. The access to clean water to wash 

vegetables on site may encourage the public to pick and try new vegetables and fruits, 

increasing their food knowledge.  

Sunlight 

Along with soil and water, sunlight is a major requirement for the production of 

edible plants. Most edibles need at least six hours of sunlight per day in order to 

produce (Lindsay 2012; Philips 2013). As Philips (2013, 169) states, “the amount and 

exposure of sunlight is a critical factor in designing the layout.” Determining the areas of 

the parks with the most access to full sun was a main task in the site inventory and the 

locations chosen for concept designs were largely based on sunlight availability. 
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Shaded areas were reserved for community gathering spaces or seating areas to 

provide protection from the sun, along with shade structures. Lafayette Greens, one of 

the case studies, is a prime example of using a strategic layout to maximize sunlight in 

a challenging dense urban environment. Sun and shade diagrams were developed, and 

shaded areas were used for placing the toolsheds and seating area while growing areas 

were located in full sun, as shown in Figure 5.1 below. 

 
Figure 5.1: Sun and Shade Analysis Diagrams and Plan Layout for Lafayette Greens, Detroit 

(Hagenbuch 2012) 

Community Needs 

Although environmental factors play a significant role in being able to produce 

food, various social factors are important to understand the needs of the community 

(Philips 2013). In this study, income, age and access to food were some of the main 

demographics analyzed. This allowed for careful selection of concept design sites and 

the design to be tailored to each community. For example, as close to one-third of the 

residents in Forest Grove live in multi-unit dwellings with no community gardens within 

the neighbourhood, a larger number of raised beds were included in the concept design 
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for T.J. Quigley Park. This may allow those with no yard to use a portion of the raised 

beds for personal food production, much like a traditional community garden while most 

beds would be open to the public. 

Local Context 

As de la Salle and Holland (2010) claim, the design should reflect a community’s 

history and values. Therefore, it was no coincidence that the stronger preliminary 

concepts chosen for further development were all inspired by historic or local context, 

Crocus Park by the northern Saskatchewan landscape, T.J. Quigley Park by 

Saskatchewan’s agricultural landscape and the historic importance of the railway, and 

Pleasant Hill Park by Pleasant Hill School’s Indigenous learning philosophy. In practice, 

the community visioning stage of the AU Design Process would allow the community to 

engage with the designer to determine community identity, needs and wants. This can 

assist in creating a sense of place and, community ownership, and ensure that the 

space is successful (Gorgolewski, Komisar and Nasr 2011; Viljoen, Bohn, and Howe 

2005). Due to the scope of the study, the state of the pandemic, and time constraints, 

historic and local information was gathered manually through web searches.  

Aesthetics 

As noted in the literature review, public perception of urban agriculture also plays 

a role in community acceptance and ownership, with a major barrier being aesthetics. 

Nordahl (2009) and Philips (2013) express how design elements such as line, scale, 

texture, colour, and form are as important in edible landscapes as they are for other 
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urban design projects. The case studies designed by landscape architects showcase 

this in various ways. For example, the Gary Comer Youth Centre Rooftop Garden’s 

displays a simple but bold planting design in which each linear bed is host to only one 

species and colour, creating a rainbow effect and keeping the garden tidy. Walter 

Hood’s design for the Curtis “50 Cent” Jackson Community Garden makes use of bold 

colours in functional elements such as the bright blue water collectors and shipping 

container toolshed, showcasing how a garden space can be functional and beautiful. 

Both of these features are shown in Figure 5.2 below. Although the concepts developed 

through the study are not detailed, line and form were used to create structure 

throughout the gardens. 

 
Figure 5.2: Gary Comer Youth Center Rooftop Garden Planting Design (left) (Hoerr Schaudt) and 
Curtis "50 Cent" Jackson Community Garden's Water Collectors (right) (HOOD Design Studio) 
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Maintenance 

As Nordahl (2009, 91) states, “the biggest objection to planting food-bearing plants 

in public spaces have always been, and will likely continue to be, maintenance and 

aesthetics.” Therefore, it was interesting to see many of the case study projects employ 

a garden manager specifically for the purpose of maintaining the aesthetics of the 

gardens. In planning for the Gary Comer Rooftop Garden, a garden manager was 

included in the budget from the very beginning. The garden manager goes beyond 

general maintenance of the garden and is also involved in programming of the space 

(Hoerr Shaudt). Nordahl (2009) argues that municipalities already employ skilled 

workers that maintain park space and could, in fact, assist in maintaining edible 

gardens.  

Multiple Uses 

As discussed throughout the literature, another way to gain public acceptance and 

help the community see urban agriculture as a public amenity, is by designing for 

multiple uses or activities, especially for those who may not be interested in gardening 

(de la Salle and Holland 2010; Viljoen and Bohn 2009). Many of the case study projects 

included space for community gatherings or outdoor education with seating areas or 

outdoor classrooms, some with outdoor kitchens expanding knowledge beyond growing. 

A great example of a multifunctional edible landscape was the use of the El Terrano 

Community Garden as host to kindergarten classes during the COVID-19 pandemic, 

providing children with a safe outdoor environment to continue learning, as shown in 
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Figure 5.3 below. The concept designs developed include seating areas, space for 

community events or educational programming, and walking paths throughout. 

 
Figure 5.3: El Terrano Community Garden and Educational Center, Mexico City (Azure) 

 

Food System 

Along the same line of multiple uses, Agricultural Urbanism encourages the 

incorporation of as many of the food system elements as possible (de la Salle and 

Holland 2010). Through concept development various elements beyond growing food 

were added. These include vegetable washing stations for processing, produce stands 

for distribution, seating areas for consumption, compost bins for waste recovery, and 

gathering spaces for educational programming. Partnerships throughout the community 

can help to extend these elements beyond the park boundaries. 
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All Ages 

Although food education programming in many cases is centered around youth, 

Nordahl (2009) states that both children and seniors struggle to access food on a daily 

basis. Through design, edible landscapes can be made accessible to all ages. Lafayette 

Greens showcases a seamless strategy by simply allowing for differing heights of raised 

beds. As the grading of the site varies by four feet, the beds are kept at a continuum 

allowing for heights of raised beds to range from eight to forty inches. This allows for 

children to be able to see plants growing and for those on the other end of the age 

spectrum to gain barrier free and back friendly access, as shown in Figure 5.4 below 

(ASLA 2012). This strategy was used in the concept designs where the children’s 

gardens have shorter bed heights, and the raised beds are high enough they can be 

used as seating for gardeners to rest. 

 

Figure 5.4: Section of Raised Bed Height, Lafayette Greens, Detroit (Hagenbuch 2012) 
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Signage 

The inclusion of educational signage was found throughout the literature and 

case studies to assist in increasing food knowledge. de la Salle and Holland (2010) 

suggest including a community board with upcoming events, signage for self-guided 

tours and wayfinding, a board for posting what is in season and corresponding recipes. 

Great examples of signage are found in the Medical University of South Carolina’s 

Porcher Medicinal Garden which provide information on each plant and their medicinal 

use, and in the Charlotte Brody Discovery Garden with their welcome sign that includes 

which vegetables they are currently harvesting, current pests, and daily weather, both 

shown in Figure 5.5 below. Although concepts were not designed to detailed 

development, signage would be an important factor in increasing food knowledge and 

encouraging people to pick food from public gardens to learn about and try new and 

unfamiliar foods. 

 
Figure 5.5: Signage in MUSC's Porcher Medicinal Garden (left) (MUSC) and Welcome Sign at the 

Charlotte Brody Discovery Garden (right) (Duke University) 
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Pollinators 

Although not directly linked to food security or food knowledge, the inclusion of 

habitat for pollinators and beneficial insects was mentioned throughout the literature and 

included in various case studies. de la Salle and Holland (2010) reveal that the 

relationship between plants and animals is key to the production of fruits and vegetables 

and habitat should be provided to support this relationship. The Beacon Food Forest 

and the Groundswell Community Permaculture Garden showcase these relationships 

through the selection of companion plants to mimic natural systems, expanding 

educational opportunities beyond food. Crocus Park’s food forest is designed to utilize 

permaculture companion planting while T.J. Quigley Park and Pleasant Hill Park both 

include pollinator planters.  

Each of these lessons learned are important to be able to produce healthy produce 

to increase food security and food knowledge in urban areas. 
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6 Conclusion 
The following section will summarize the key research findings, provide 

recommended design strategies, discuss the limitations of the study, and propose 

opportunities for further research.  

6.1 Key Findings 

 The overall aim of the study was to determine how to design accessible and 

multifunctional edible landscapes with the goals of improving food security and food 

knowledge by first determining where and how much food could be grown in 

Saskatoon’s public parks. To determine where food could be grown, GIS mapping was 

used to map public parks and various constraints to urban food production within the 

parks. In achieving the first objective, determining suitability for urban agriculture in 

public parks, it was found that 57% of the land in Saskatoon’s public parks is suitable for 

food production.  

To determine how much food could be grown in Saskatoon’s public parks, yield 

estimates of total available land were calculated to estimate potential production. 

Further, in achieving the second objective of calculating the potential contribution of the 

suitable land, average consumption of vegetables and population data were compared 

to the potential production. It was found that production of all suitable and available land 

could contribute to 95% of Saskatoon’s vegetable consumption. However, once 

factoring in space for passive recreation and produce loss, contribution percentages 

dropped to a range of 15-56%. This range is still quite significant compared to similar 
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studies and implies there may be underutilized space within public parks with 

opportunity for urban food production.  

To determine how to design edible landscapes for improving food security and 

food knowledge, an Agricultural Urbanism design process was used from visioning to 

concept development. In achieving the third objective of developing concept designs for 

public parks, three concepts were designed for public parks in affluent, middle-, and 

low-income neighbourhoods. Although each concept was site specific, common 

elements included space for growing food, flexible community gathering and learning 

areas, produce stands for community food distribution, and utility elements such as 

produce washing stations, compost bins, and tool sheds.  

6.2 Design Strategies 

The lessons learned from both the case studies and the concept design process 

are summarized in the nine design strategies shown in Figure 6.1 and are discussed 

below.  
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Figure 6.1: Design Strategies for Edible Landscapes in Public Parks 
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1. HELLO SUNSHINE! PLAN THE LAYOUT ACCORDING TO MICROCLIMATE 

As most food-producing plants require a minimum six hours of sunlight per day, 

the development of sun and shade diagrams assist in ensuring growing areas 

are located in full sun. Shaded areas can provide protection and respite from hot 

summer sun and are good places for seating areas. 

2. HEALTHY SOIL = HEALTHY PLANTS: DETERMINE THE QUALITY AND AVAILABILITY OF SOIL 

AND WATER 

Urban areas raise concern for contaminated soil and should be tested prior to 

growing edible plants. If soil type or contamination risk are unavailable, raised 

beds with amended soil allow for separation. Ensure the availability of water prior 

to developing a design or incorporate a rainwater collection system. 

3. KEEP IT LOCAL: RESEARCH THE LOCAL CONTEXT 

Gather an understanding of the needs of the community, existing resources, and 

the local context. Engaging the public in the design process assists in creating a 

sense of ownership and a design that is unique to the community. 

4. MAKE IT LOOK GOOD! AESTHETICS ARE IMPORTANT IN PUBLIC SPACE 

Public perception is important when it comes to edible landscapes. Basic design 

elements such as line, scale, texture, colour and form assist in creating aesthetic 

value along with nutritional benefits. Maintenance is important in ensuring public 

acceptance in which a garden manager would be of assistance. 
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5. MULTIFUNCTIONALITY: DESIGN FOR MORE THAN ONE USE 

Designing for more than one use creates space for all types of users, providing 

opportunities for those who do not wish to garden. Elements such as seating 

areas and walking paths create passive recreation space within the edible 

landscape leading to passive learning, increasing food knowledge. 

6. MAKE IT VISIBLE: INCORPORATE AS MANY PARTS OF THE FOOD SYSTEM AS POSSIBLE 

Agricultural Urbanism emphasizes the importance of making the food system 

visible. Go beyond food production by including elements that involve processing 

opportunities, assist in the distribution of food produced, include areas for 

consuming healthy foods, opportunities for waste recovery, and strong 

educational elements. 

7. IT’S A SIGN! INCLUDE EDUCATIONAL SIGNAGE 

To increase educational value, include signage for wayfinding and passive 

learning outside of programmed events. Signage indicating each plant and if it is 

ready to harvest may increase public acceptance of foraging in public space and 

assist in introducing new foods. 

8. SUPPORT LIFELONG LEARNING: DESIGN FOR AGE INCLUSIVITY 

Although education is centered on youth, knowledge continues to be gained at 

any age. Allow spaces to be accessible to all ages through simple design 

features such as the differing heights of raised beds allowing easy access for 

small children and raised beds with seat edges for those with lesser mobility to 

rest while participating.  
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9. NO BEES, NO HONEY: CREATE HABITAT FOR POLLINATORS AND BENEFICIAL INSECTS 

Many edible plants require pollinators to produce. Create habitat for pollinators 

and beneficial insects through careful plant selection. Attracting certain predatory 

insects allows for natural pest management. Increasing the diversity of edible 

landscapes increases opportunity for knowledge of natural systems. 

6.3 Significance 

The findings of the study present valuable data for the City of Saskatoon and the 

realm of urban agriculture design. Mapping of suitable production sites provides spatial 

data that can be used by the municipality to inform policy and assist in siting new urban 

agriculture projects. Further, the contribution potential of the suitable land can assist in 

encouraging the importance of local food production and the expansion of food 

knowledge, while the concept design process provides a step-by-step guide to 

expanding the current efforts beyond the community gardening program to incorporate 

sites of public, accessible, and multifunctional edible landscapes in public parks with the 

goals of both food security and food knowledge. 

 Although the study was context specific to the City of Saskatoon, the methods 

used are easily replicable with general GIS knowledge and where relevant datasets are 

available. The AU design process along with the resulting design strategies allow the 

context specific research findings to be generalizable and transferable, translating 

academic knowledge into practical tools. The intent is that these design strategies may 

be used by landscape architects, planners, developers, municipalities, and various 

organizations in the implementation of urban food production in public space. 
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 The research presented here assists in expanding knowledge in the landscape 

architecture field to encourage the inclusion of edible landscapes in the spaces most 

likely designed by the landscape architect, public parks. Through various case studies, 

landscape architects have already shown the possibility of designing for food. This 

study built upon this knowledge to explore the opportunity for designing accessible and 

multifunctional edible landscapes within existing underutilized public space. 

6.4 Limitations 

 While the study achieved the objectives of determining suitability and potential 

contribution of urban food production and provided a guide on how to design for edible 

landscapes, there were several limitations. As the study utilized various data sources, 

the results are only as accurate as the data allowed. For example, due to the City of 

Saskatoon’s geospatial data not being updated since November of 2019, the public park 

inventory needed to be timestamped and newly developed parks removed. Therefore, 

the spatial results are only accurate to 2019. Similar to geospatial data, the most recent 

vegetable consumption estimated by weight were collected in 2015, causing a possible 

misrepresentation in contribution calculations.  

Much like outdated data, there were also some instances where data was 

unavailable. Shade from vegetation within the parks could not be mapped citywide due 

to the lack of tree canopy data. As such, the available land may be a slight overestimate 

if there are significantly shaded areas not suitable for food production due to tree 

canopy shade. However, shade can be mapped on a site-by-site basis as done for each 

concept park. In addition to shade, tree roots often create competition for moisture. 
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Therefore, there may be an even larger area surrounding the tree canopy unsuitable for 

food production.  

In addition, the methods used to determine contribution assumed that 100% of the 

land that was suitable would be used for growing vegetables. In reality, as shown 

throughout the concept designs, space is also needed for pathways, seating, and 

utilities such as tool sheds and compost bins. Therefore, contribution values may be an 

overestimate even after accounting for passive recreation. 

Due to the scope of the study and state of the pandemic, engagement with the 

communities was unable to take place in the community-visioning stage of the AU 

design process. This limited the ability to gather information directly from future users of 

the site. As previously shown throughout the literature, public participation creates a 

sense of place and ownership which can lead to better success.  

6.5 Further Research 

 The limitations of the study also present several areas of further research. For 

example, further study including the community engagement process would help to 

strengthen the research presented here, as well as exploration of tree canopy coverage 

and further elimination of land in contribution calculations for utilitarian or activity areas 

within edible landscapes. 

Another opportunity for further research would be the exploration of seasonality 

within edible landscapes. The focus of this study was on space for food production 

based on the growing season. It would be interesting to determine how these spaces 
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could be used in the off-season. In addition, there is great need to have nutritious food 

accessible at all times of the year. Further study is needed to determine the 

opportunities available in a northern climate.  

As the scope of the study only allowed for concept development, detailed 

development would allow for further testing of design details such as colour, texture, 

scale and materials. Planting design could further connect landscape architecture to 

urban agriculture by expanding knowledge of edible plants and careful selection of 

complementary and aesthetic arrangements.  

 As this study was based on existing parks, there is further opportunity to explore 

how accessible and multifunctional edible landscapes can be incorporated in new park 

design, by either the creation of municipal policy encouraging or enforcing local food 

production within public parks or by directly designing edible landscapes into public 

parks from the beginning. As noted throughout the literature, strengthening the local 

food system should be a top priority to improve both food security and food knowledge. 

The practice of landscape architecture provides a unique skill set to go beyond the 

community garden to bring multifunctional edible landscapes into public space. 
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APPENDIX A - PUBLIC PARK INVENTORY 
Name Park Area (ha) 
Achs 0.736775741 
Adams 1.063541356 
Adelaide 2.103552398 
AH Browne 1.957137943 
Al Anderson 7.746106459 
Albert 1.37477341 
Albert Milne 0.748701871 
Albert Oulton 0.363917217 
Albert Recreational Unit 0.342036877 
Alexander MacGillivray Young 9.246523244 
Alfred Bence 0.524102686 
Anita Langford 6.023962413 
Anna McIntosh 0.88618867 
Arbor Creek 4.79415092 
Arbor Creek Linear 3.925348858 
Archibald McDonald 5.544242054 
AS Wright 3.427003702 
Ashworth Holmes 4.257677681 
Atlantic 4.223645278 
Avalon 1.781480123 
Balsam 0.619858895 
Beckett Green 0.714683253 
Bev M Dyck 2.600910218 
Bishop James P Mahoney 4.177667291 
Bitz 0.875683212 
Blair Nelson 14.91624579 
Boughton 2.45765635 
Brevoort Park North 6.455517396 
Brevoort Park South 1.461927703 
Briarwood 7.729278713 
Briarwood Lake 6.516000544 
Budz Green 0.846435673 
Buena Vista 2.815616746 
C Jack MacKenzie 1.29434961 
Cahill 0.59974546 
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Cannam 2.615900441 
Canon Smith 1.844141577 
Cecil A Wheaton 0.423447554 
CF Patterson 0.560828256 
CF Patterson North 0.907077387 
Charlottetown 4.813547569 
Chief Darcy Bear 0.451709423 
Christine Morris 0.249088614 
Churchill 5.301915951 
City Hall Square 0.656830037 
Claude Petit Pocket 0.268169769 
Cosmopolitan 10.97462541 
CP Seeley 0.530705591 
Crocus 7.629036261 
Cumberland 1.354039144 
Dan Worden 0.917883743 
Dave King 0.250729962 
Diefenbaker 46.26122834 
DL Hamilton 0.552201246 
Don Ross 0.212560842 
Donald Koyl 0.530107464 
Donna L Birkmaier 39.80240784 
Dr Gerhard Herzberg 6.494133051 
Dr J Valens 0.849720353 
Dr Seager Wheeler 7.028075704 
Draggins Car Club 5.453012158 
Dundonald 7.828954723 
Dutchak 1.221080134 
Ed Jordan 0.595064321 
Edward McCourt 6.002986517 
Edward S Blain 0.332500395 
Elaine Hnatyshyn 1.774880106 
Ernest Lindner 8.568042863 
Evelyn G Edwards 0.449646856 
Evergreen Village Square 0.406345746 
Exhibition 1.269833629 
Father Basil Markle 1.577347914 
Forest 14.47816196 
Forest Grove Linkage 0.726189302 
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Forestry Farm Link 2.158866646 
Fortosky Linear Park 1.092452827 
Fortosky Linear Park 0.450915279 
Foster 2.280598892 
Fred Mendel 5.209403685 
Fred Mitchell Memorial 0.351669829 
Friendship 0.697067448 
Gabriel Dumont 4.085959071 
GD Archibald Memorial 7.814678469 
GD Archibald North 3.400240591 
GD Archibald West 1.054208979 
Genereux 0.330359313 
George Dyck 1.300563897 
George H Clare 3.70668024 
Glacier 1.687233643 
Gougeon 0.913888837 
Grace Adam Metawewinihk 1.683730246 
Graham 0.631025239 
Greystone 4.403276382 
Grosvenor 2.746067487 
Hampton Village Square 0.497711276 
Harold Tatler North 8.696282597 
Harold Tatler South 3.710498643 
Henry Kelsey 11.53607703 
Henry Kelsey North 1.472637135 
Herbert S Sears 8.450415488 
Herbert Stewart 1.94835333 
Heritage 3.684127642 
Heritage Green 0.663160038 
Holiday 3.197641792 
Holland 0.691424673 
Holliston 2.202962196 
Horn 0.176776394 
Howard Harding 0.802898298 
Hyde 53.09920065 
Idylwyld 0.3971885 
Isinger 0.596335615 
James Anderson 7.817985318 
James Girgulis 7.304347574 
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Jeffery 0.333678336 
Jill Postlethwaite 0.250163007 
John Avant 5.364456712 
John Brockelbank 1.330903424 
John Cameron 0.387302323 
John Duerkop 1.704466131 
John Lake 1.66947644 
Kaplan Green 0.242841283 
Kate Waygood 11.36146768 
Kershaw 0.266311218 
Kilburn 3.759643381 
Kinsmen 11.70177718 
Kistikan 6.551395858 
Kiwanis Memorial 7.1144868 
Klombies 1.244321037 
Kopko 0.632014221 
Korpan 0.245005898 
Kusch 2.664098998 
Lakeview 12.25727773 
Lakewood 16.86345115 
Larkhaven 2.061557964 
Latham 0.386018044 
Leif Erickson 5.359341503 
Les Kerr 6.997280273 
Lt Colonel D Walker 0.781603835 
Lt General GG Simonds 1.11771173 
Mark Thompson 3.406218914 
Marlborough 0.530172125 
Marriott 0.311866083 
Marshall Hawthorne 8.212207104 
Massey 0.676010123 
Meadowgreen 2.219725678 
Meadowlark 1.247528102 
Meewasin 58.49767625 
Mendel 3.381682717 
Montgomery 3.368868947 
Morris T Cherneskey 6.8893571 
Morris T Cherneskey 3.943133967 
Morris T Cherneskey 3.417366824 
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Morton 0.093952751 
Mount Royal 3.16184186 
North Park 0.371413817 
Nutana Kiwanis 10.97711942 
Nutana Kiwanis North 1.634997375 
Optimist 2.876196597 
Oren Willson 0.404502704 
Owen R Mann 0.450398851 
Pacific 9.949668925 
Parc Canada 16.380617 
Parkridge 7.873132756 
Patricia Roe 0.836357259 
Paul Mostoway 1.614276999 
PCR Banting 2.280904255 
Peter H Currie 0.597606233 
Peter Pond 0.625970147 
Peter Zakreski 17.8287285 
Pierre Radisson 10.07275195 
Pleasant Hill 1.189723252 
Poplar 0.123385113 
Prebble 1.453316327 
President Murray 2.969659623 
Raoul Wallenberg 1.042257767 
RCAF Memorial 4.87789544 
Rendall 0.297417787 
Rik Steernberg 0.684808199 
River Landing 2.096082253 
Riversdale Kiwanis 7.614014936 
Robert H Freeland 0.723609642 
Robert Hunter East 2.636597221 
Robert Hunter West 2.641235117 
Rochdale 7.785211535 
Rod V Real 0.642696126 
Rotary 4.802338598 
Rouillard 0.778658064 
Scott 5.891481934 
Senator J Hnatyshyn 1.322517592 
Senator James Gladstone 4.709982816 
Sidney L Buckwold 10.63885482 
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Sifton 6.32945732 
Silverspring 7.686475011 
Silverspring Linear 2.032556565 
Silverwood Adilman Linkage 0.769779346 
St Andrews 0.912767942 
St Patrick 0.568729774 
Steve Patola 0.376592063 
Sutherland 3.677571953 
Swick 2.337738108 
Szumigalski 2.427683656 
Thornton 0.81091692 
TJ Quigley 0.675239558 
Trounce Pond 4.342570773 
University Heights 10.05092302 
Varley 1.423159831 
Victoria 20.20236824 
Wallace 8.785015539 
Walter Wood 0.24271334 
Weaver 4.115378424 
Westmount 1.184091467 
Wiggins 1.17191529 
Wildwood 8.347081568 
William A Reid 15.27206847 
William Anderson 0.366773216 
William Sarjeant 0.923210382 
Willowgrove Square 0.406638339 
Wilson 2.605840117 
WJL Harvey North 16.79466619 
WJL Harvey South 6.009351252 
WW Ashley 2.808571126 
Total 955.6214075 
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APPENDIX B - LIST OF PUBLIC PARKS REMOVED 
Park Name Removal Reason 
17th Street Linkage Non-City Park 
Andrew MacDougall Not Developed 
Aspen Ridge Pocket (Bidulka North) Newly Developed 
Bearpaw Newly Developed 
Blairmore Wet Pond Non-City Park 
Braithwaite Not Developed 
Chief Whitecap Outside City Limits 
Evergreen Bridge Linear Newly Developed 
Forestry Farm Amenity Park 
Funk Newly Developed 
Geoff Hughes Baseball Complex Amenity Park 
George S Alexander Not Developed 
Glen H Penner Newly Developed 
Gordie Howe Sports Complex Amenity Park 
Greenbryre Outside City Limits 
Henry Baker Not Developed 
Hilliard Gardner Amenity Park 
Holiday Park Amenity Park 
Jeffrey J Charlebois Not Developed 
Lacoursiere Newly Developed 
Lions Century Not Developed 
Mackay Newly Developed 
Mahoney Newly Developed 
Misaskwatomina Newly Developed 
Prairie Lily Newly Developed 
Richards Newly Developed 
Rosewood Square Not Developed 
Rugby Fields Amenity Park 
Sanatorium Site Non-City Park 
Saskatoon Golf and Country Club Amenity Park 
SED Industrial 3 Non-City Park 
Silverwood Amenity Park 
Struthers Newly Developed 
The Willows Amenity Park 
Umea Amenity Park 
Umea Vast Amenity Park 
Wildwood Amenity Park 
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APPENDIX C - INVENTORY AND ANALYSIS BOARDS
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APPENDIX D - CASE STUDY FACT SHEETS 
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APPENDIX E - CONCEPT DESIGN BOARDS 
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